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CHAPTER	  1.	  INTRODUCTION	  
The	  European	  Union	  (EU)	  was	  founded	  as	  The	  Coal	  and	  Steel	  Union	  (ECSC)	  after	  WW2,	  as	  a	  search	  
for	  peace	  and	  prosperity	  in	  Europe.	  This	  became	  ingrained	  in	  the	  European	  identity	  after	  the	  first	  
initial	  intercontinental	  interaction	  among	  the	  European	  nation-­‐states	  (Monnet	  1978;	  Duchen	  1994	  
cited	   in	  Laffan	  and	  Mazey,	  2006).	  The	  establishment	  of	  the	  ECSC	  connected	  economies	  together	  
within	  Europe,	  to	  rebuild	  the	  internal	  financial	  structures	  of	  the	  nation-­‐states	  and	  ensured	  mutual	  
financial	  growth	  and	  prosperity.	  This	  led	  to	  the	  liberal	  democratisation	  of	  the	  nation-­‐states	  (Laffan	  
and	   Mazey,	   2006).	   The	   ECSC	   increased	   the	   financial	   interdependence,	   which	   gave	   the	   EU	   its	  
organisational	   foundation	   (Laffan	   and	   Mazey,	   2006).	   In	   Paris	   on	   the	   9th	   of	   May	   1950	   Robert	  
Schuman,	   the	  prime	  minister	   of	   France,	   held	   a	   founding	   speech,	   known	   today	   as	   the	   ‘Schuman	  
Declaration’	   that	   created	   the	   fundamental	   values	   and	   goals	   of	   the	   EU	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   The	  
‘Schuman	  Declaration’	  promoted	  the	  EU	  as	  a	  system	  of	  preventing	  wars	  and	  conflicts,	  by	  having	  an	  
organisation	  that	  involved	  the	  necessity	  to	  build	  political	  unity,	  solidarity	  and	  harmony	  among	  the	  
European	  nation-­‐states	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	   
The	  EU	  has	  historically	  evolved	  as	  a	  supranational	  organisation.	  As	  a	  part	  of	  the	  EU’s	  development,	  
the	  organisation	  has	  created	  many	  symbols	  e.g.	  the	  EU	  flag,	  the	  EU	  anthem,	  the	  EU	  day	  and	  the	  EU	  
motto,	   contributing	   to	   the	   image	   of	   the	   EU	   behaving	   as	   a	   nation-­‐state	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   This	  
makes	  the	  EU	  appear	  as	  a	  collective	  and	  unified	  agent	  in	  the	  global	  society.	  The	  EU	  has	  expanded	  
its	  goal	  by	  consisting	  of	  several	  departments	  e.g.	  human	  rights,	  environmental	  and	  climatic	  areas,	  
culture,	  protection	  of	  minorities	  and	  education	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  Thereby,	  the	  interdependence	  
between	  the	  EU	  and	  its	  member	  states	  are	   increasing,	  since	  the	  EU’s	  governing	  aspects	   involves	  
several	  	  national	  	  judications,	  constructing	  an	  inter-­‐subjective	  relationship	  between	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  
member	  states	  involving	  	  national	  	  affairs	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey,	  2006).	  Due	  to	  the	  growing	  levels	  of	  
interdependence	   between	   the	   EU	   and	   its	   member	   states,	   caused	   by	   the	   EU’s	   expansion,	   the	  
question	   arises	   on	   whether	   the	   EU	   is	   constructing	   and	   needs	   to	   construct	   a	   collective	  
organisational	  identity	  much	  alike	  a	  	  national	  	  identity,	  in	  order	  to	  prosper.	  To	  understand	  how	  the	  
EU	   constructs	   a	   collective	   organisational	   identity,	   on	   both	   short	   term	   and	   long	   term	  bases,	   the	  
paper	  focuses	  on	  how	  the	  EU’s	  organisational	  advancements	  have	  influenced	  the	  inter-­‐subjective	  
relationship	   of	   the	   EU	   and	   its	   member	   states.	   The	   paper	   illustrates	   how	   the	   EU	   reinforces	   its	  
sovereignty	  through	  organisational	  expansions,	  such	  as	  the	  construction	  and	  implementation	  of	  an	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organisational	   identity.	   Therefore,	   the	   paper	   assesses	   the	   question	   of	   how	   the	  member	   states	  
choose	  to	  integrate	  this	  identity	  on	  a	  national	  and	  societal	  level	  based	  on	  historical,	  political	  and	  
cultural	  components	  of	  the	  member	  states.	  Henceforth,	  the	  paper	  seeks	  to	  understand	  how	  the	  
member	  states	  manage	  their	  sovereignty,	  concerning	  the	  integration	  of	  an	  organisational	  identity	  
in	  the	  EU	  society.	   
Problem	  Formulation	  
The	  paper	  contains	  two	  theories,	   IR	  theory	  and	  the	  theoretical	  concept	  of	  OI,	  where	  OI	  will	  help	  
analyse	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  organisation	  of	  a	  collective	  actor	  and	  the	  IR	  theory	  will	  help	  examine	  the	  EU	  
as	  an	  organisation	  for	  collective	  actors,	  in	  order	  to	  answer	  the	  following	  research	  question	  and	  sub	  
questions:	  	  
How	  can	  the	  different	  aspects	  of	  constructing	  a	  EU	  organisational	  identity	  be	  understood	  from	  a	  
supranational	  and	  national	  level?	  	  
1. How	   do	   features	   and	   actions	   of	   the	   EU	   contribute	   to	   the	   construction	   of	   a	   EU	  
organisational	  identity?	  
2. How	  is	  the	  EU	  organisational	  identity	  interpreted	  and	  integrated	  on	  a	  national	  and	  societal	  
level?	  
3. How	   do	   the	   member	   states:	   Germany,	   the	   United	   Kingdom	   and	   Poland	   choose	   to	   act	  
politically	   concerning	   the	   integration	   of	   an	   EU	   organisational	   identity	   on	   a	   national	   and	  
societal	  level?	  
Limitations	  and	  delimitations	  
The	   project	   aims	   at	   understanding	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	   construction	   of	   a	   collective	   EU	  
organisational	   identity.	  By	   focusing	  on	  the	  EU’s	  organisational	   identity,	   the	  paper	  will	  not	  assess	  
the	  EU’s	  cultural	  identity,	  citizenship	  or	  personal	  identity	  of	  the	  EU	  citizens,	  since	  the	  project	  only	  
assesses	  the	  organisational	  construction	  of	  an	  identity	  in	  the	  EU.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  also	  important	  to	  
understand	  that	  the	  overall	  aim	  of	  the	  paper	  is	  not	  to	  assess	  the	  past	  or	  future	  effects	  of	  the	  inter-­‐
subjective	  relationship	  among	  the	  member	  states,	  and	  between	  the	  member	  states	  and	  the	  EU.	  
The	  paper	  will	   be	  using	  historical	   and	   structural	   limitations,	   due	   to	   the	  extensive	  organisational	  
relations	  between	  the	  EU	  and	  its	  member	  states.	  Henceforth,	  the	  paper	  will	  primarily	  be	  focusing	  
on	   the	   construction	   of	   a	   EU	   organisational	   identity	   by	   using	   selected	   historical	   and	   structural	  
components	  to	  highlight	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  EU	  organisational	  identity,	  through	  the	  application	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of	   the	   OI	   theory.	   The	   paper	   will	   not	   examine	   all	   the	   projects	   from	   the	   policy	   review:	   The	  
Development	  of	  European	  Identity/Identities:	  Unfinished	  Business	  (2012),	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  
aim	  of	  the	  paper	  is	  to	  concretize	  the	  OI	  theory,	  therefore	  focusing	  on	  the	  SPHERE,	  RECON	  and	  IME	  
projects,	  that	  each	  highlight	  different	  elements	  of	  the	  OI	  theory.	   
In	  order	  to	  gain	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  different	  approaches	  the	  member	  states	  have,	  concerning	  
the	   integration	   of	   an	   EU	   organisational	   identity,	   the	   paper	   has	   selected	   three	   member	   states	  
instead	   of	   analysing	   all	   28	   member	   states:	   Germany,	   the	   UK	   and	   Poland,	   to	   each	   exemplify	  
different	   political	   circumstances	   that	   contribute	   to	   how	   the	   EU	   organisational	   identity	   can	   be	  
integrated.	  Germany	  being	  one	  of	  the	  founding	  member	  states	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  a	  representative	  for	  
a	   Eastern-­‐European	   member	   state	   that	   involves	   strongly	   in	   the	   EU,	   the	   UK	   being	   a	   Western-­‐
European	  member	  state	  that	  is	  critical	  to	  the	  interdependence	  between	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  member	  
states	   and	   lastly	   Poland	   being	   a	   new	   Eastern-­‐European	   member	   state	   that	   has	   gone	   through	  
radical	  structural	  changes	  in	  order	  to	  be	  a	  member	  of	  the	  EU.	   
Firstly,	   by	   choosing	   three	   representative	   member	   states:	   Germany,	   the	   UK	   and	   Poland,	   these	  
member	  states	  are	  only	  representative	  for	  the	  different	  segments	  of	  the	  member	  states,	  but	  the	  
findings	   are	   not	   representative	   for	   all	   member	   states.	   Furthermore,	   the	   research	   aims	   at	  
understanding	   the	  different	   aspects	  of	   the	  EU	  organisational	   identity,	   because	   the	   scope	  of	   the	  
research	  field	  is	  not	  representative	  of	  all	  the	  different	  national	  sentiments	  of	  the	  organisation's	  25	  
other	  member	  states.	  Considering	  the	  fluidity	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  socio-­‐historical	  relational	  changes	  
between	  the	  member	  states,	   the	   following	  research	  will	  be	  conducted	  by	  using	  an	   interpretivist	  
approach	   to	   interpret	   and	   understand	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	   construction	   of	   an	   EU	   organisational	  
identity	  and	  the	  changing	  organisational	  relations. 
	   	  
 Page 6 of 58 
Clarification	  list	  of	  terms	  	  
 
Brexit:	  The	  Brexit	   is	  the	  shortened	  form	  of	  a	  British	  exit.	  The	  Brexit	  represents	  the	  UK’s	  possible	  
exit	  of	  the	  EU.	  The	  discussion	  concerning	  the	  UK’s	  position	  in	  the	  EU	  has	  been	  highly	  discussed	  in	  
the	  UK	  and	  the	  EU	  and	  thereby	  a	  term	  has	  been	  developed,	  due	  to	  the	  many	  possible	  withdrawals	  
of	  the	  member	  states	  from	  the	  EU	  (BBC	  News,	  2015	  ).	  	   
 
Communitarianism:	  Realism	  is	  one	  of	  the	  main	  approaches	  within	  the	   IR	  theory,	  but	   in	  order	  to	  
make	   a	   more	   fitting	   analysis	   the	   term	   communitarianism	   is	   applied	   instead	   of	   realism.	  
Communitarianism	   supports	   the	   idea:	   “The	   international	   system	   is	   defined	   by	   anarchy	   -­‐	   the	  
absence	  of	  a	  central	  authority	  (Waltz).	  States	  are	  sovereign	  and	  thus	  autonomous	  of	  each	  other;	  
no	   inherent	   structure	   or	   society	   can	   emerge	   or	   even	   exist	   to	   order	   relations	   between	   them.”	  
(Slaughter,	  2011).	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	   	   	   	    
Cosmopolitanism:	   Liberalism	   is	   the	   contrasting	   approach	   to	   realism	   (communitarianism).	   As	  
applied	  on	  realism,	   liberalism	  will	  be	  replaced	  by	  cosmopolitanism,	  because	  the	  elements	  of	  the	  
term	   is	   more	   suitable.	   	   Cosmopolitanism:	   “(...)	   all	   States	   have	   essentially	   the	   same	   goals	   and	  
behaviours	   (at	   least	   internationally)	   -­‐	   self-­‐interested	   actors	   pursuing	   wealth	   or	   survival.	   Liberal	  
theorists	  have	  often	  emphasized	  the	  unique	  behaviour	  of	  liberal	  States,	  though	  more	  recent	  work	  
has	   sought	   to	   extend	   the	   theory	   to	   a	   general	   domestic	   characteristics-­‐based	   explanation	   of	  
international	  relations.”	  (Slaughter,	  2011).	  	   
	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
EUO	  Identity:	  The	  EU	  organisational	  identity 
 
European	  Union:	  The	  European	  Union	  (EU)	  is	  a	  supra-­‐national	  organisation	  that	  was	  established	  in	  
1951.	  The	  organisation	  holds	  28	  member	  states	  and	  their	  aim	  is	  to	  collaborate	  in	  order	  to	  handle	  
political,	  financial,	  social,	  egalitarian	  policies	  and	  environmental	  challenges	  and	  problematics	  that	  
lays	  within	  European	  continent	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	   
 
Europeanisation	  process:	  “processes	  of	  (a)construction	  (b)diffusion	  and	  (c)	  institutionalization	  of	  
formal	  and	  informal	  rules,	  procedures,	  policy	  paradigms.	  Styles,	  “ways	  of	  doing	  things”	  and	  shared	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beliefs	  and	  norms	  which	  are	  first	  defined	  and	  consolidated	  in	  the	  making	  of	  EU	  decisions	  and	  then	  
incorporated	   in	  the	   logic	  of	  domestic	  discourse,	   identities,	  political	  structures	  and	  public	  policies	  
(Radielli	  2000)”	  (Riishøj,	  2007). 
 
European-­‐scepticism:	   This	   paper	   uses	   Søren	   Riishøj’s	   definition	   of	   hard	   European-­‐scepticism	   to	  
define	  European-­‐scepticism:	  “...as	  a	  principled	  opposition	  to	  the	  project	  of	  European	   integration	  
as	  embodied	  in	  the	  EU,	  in	  other	  words,	  based	  on	  ceding	  or	  transfer	  of	  powers	  to	  a	  supranational	  
institution	  such	  as	  the	  EU.”	  (Riishøj,	  2007). 
 
International	   Relations	   Theory:	   The	   study	   of	   international	   relations	   (IR)	   contains	   various	  
theoretical	   approaches	   and	   some	   of	   the	   approaches	   originate	   from	   the	   discipline	   itself;	   others	  
have	   been	   imported,	   fully	   or	   partially,	   from	   disciplines	   such	   as	   Economics	   or	   Sociology.	   The	  
approaches	  of	   IR	  theory	   illustrates	  which	  strategies	  the	  nation-­‐states	  utilise	   in	  order	  to	  preserve	  
eg.	  military	  power,	  material	   interest	  or	   ideological	  beliefs.	   The	  approaches	   function	  primarily	  as	  
contrasts	  and	  not	  as	  rivaling	  approaches	  (Slaughter,	  2011). 
 
Organisational	   Identity:	   The	   theoretical	   concept	   of	   Organisational	   Identity	   (OI),	   a	   branch	   or	  
Organisational	   Theory,	   explains	   the	   attributes	   and	   features	   that	   contribute	   to	   an	   organisation’s	  
identity.	   OI	   consists	   of	   a	   guide	   for	   how	   to	   locate	   the	   identity	   attributes	   and	   features	   of	   an	  
organisation,	  by	  highlighting	  various	  circumstances	  and	  actions	  an	  organisation	  can	  perform	  that	  
contribute	  to	  the	  different	  elements	  of	  an	  organisation’s	  identity	  	  (Whetten,	  2006). 
 
Internal	  sovereignty:	  “Internal	  sovereignty	  is	  the	  supreme	  power	  that	  the	  state	  has	  over	  its	  own	  
citizens	  within	   its	  own	  borders	  or	   the	   supreme	  decision-­‐making	  and	  enforcement	  authority	   in	  a	  
specific	  territory	  and	  towards	  a	  population.”	  (G.	  SLOMP,	  2008). 
 
External	   sovereignty:	   “External	   sovereignty	   refers	   to	   and	   assumes	   the	   absence	   of	   a	   supreme	  
international	   authority.	   In	   a	   nutshell,	   ‘the	   doctrine	   of	   sovereignty	   implies	   a	   double	   claim;	  
autonomy	   in	   foreign	   policy	   and	   exclusive	   competence	   in	   internal	   affairs’	   (Evans	   and	   Newnham	  
1998:	  504).”	  (G.	  SLOMP,	  2008). 
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Supranational:	   Supranational	   organisations	   are	   organisations	   that	   have	   capacity	   to	   overrule	  
national	  laws	  and	  implement	  policies	  of	  from	  the	  organisation	  to	  the	  individual	  nation-­‐states.	   
Clarification	  list	  of	  acronyms	  	  
	  
CED:	   “The	   central,	   enduring	   and	   distinctive	   features	   of	   the	   organisation”	   (Albert	   and	  Whetten,	  
2006).	  
 
CEE:	  Central	  Eastern	  European	  nation-­‐states	  	  
 
ESCS:	  The	  Coal	  and	  Steel	  Union.	  The	  Union	  was	   founded	   in	  1951	  by	  Robert	  Schumann	  and	  Jean	  
Monnet	  (Laffan	  and	  Manzey,	  2006).	  	  
 
EU-­‐15:	  The	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states	  were	  the	  15	  	  ‘Western’	  member	  states	  that	  constituted	  the	  EU,	  
prior	  CEE	  accession	  of	  1	  May	  2004.	  The	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states	  are	  the	  following:	  Austria,	  Belgium,	  
Denmark,	   Finland,	   France,	   Germany,	   Greece,	   Ireland,	   Italy,	   Luxembourg,	   Netherlands,	   Portugal,	  
Spain,	  Sweden,	  United	  Kingdom	  (Directorate,	  2015).	  	   	  
 Page 9 of 58 
CHAPTER	  2.	  METHODS	  AND	  SOURCE	  FINDINGS	  
The	  structure	  of	  the	  project	  	  
The	   paper	   starts	   by	   analysing	   the	   organisational	   attributes	   and	   actions	   that	   contribute	   to	   the	  
construction	  of	  a	  EU	  organisational	  identity	  from	  within	  the	  EU.	  This	  is	  addressed	  by	  using	  the	  OI	  
theory	  to	  analyse	  the	  symbols	  of	  the	  EU:	  the	  EU	  flag,	  the	  EU	  anthem,	  the	  EU	  motto	  and	  the	  EU	  day	  
and	   additionally	   the	   Copenhagen	   Criteria	   (Ec.europa.eu,	   2015,	   Europa.eu,	   2015),	   in	   order	   to	  
understand	  what	  the	  EU	  considers	  to	  be	  a	  part	  of	  the	  EU	  organisational	  identity.	  Subsequently,	  the	  
paper	   continues	   through	   an	   analysis	   of	   the	   processes,	   involving	   the	   integration	   of	   the	   EU	  
organisational	   identity	   on	   a	   national	   and	   societal	   level.	   This	   is	   done	   through	   the	   OI	   theory,	   by	  
analysing	  the	  three	  projects:	  SPHERE,	  RECON	  and	  IME	  from	  the	  policy	  review:	  The	  Development	  of	  
European	   Identity/Identities:	  Unfinished	  Business	   (2012)	  published	  by	  the	  European	  Commission,	  
in	   order	   to	   gain	   an	   understanding	   of	   how	   the	   EU	   organisational	   identity	   is	   interpreted	   and	  
integrated	   in	   the	  EU	   society,	   but	   also	   to	  understand	  what	   circumstances	  and	   challenges	   the	  EU	  
chooses	   to	   focus	   on,	  when	   constructing	   the	   EU	   organisational	   identity.	   This	   leads	   the	   paper	   to	  
analyse,	  through	  the	  IR	  theory,	  how	  the	  member	  states	  receive	  the	  EU	  organisational	  identity,	  and	  
what	   political	   circumstances	   influence	   how	   the	   member	   states	   choose	   to	   integrate	   the	   EU	  
organisational	   identity	   in	   the	   EU	   society.	   Having	   Germany,	   the	   United	   Kingdom	   and	   Poland	   as	  
representative	  nation-­‐state	  examples	  assesses	  this	  part	  of	  the	  analysis.	   
Lastly,	  the	  paper	  discusses	  the	  findings	  of	  the	  analyses	  from	  both	  the	  OI	  and	  IR	  theory,	  in	  order	  to	  
understand	   the	   complicity	   of	   the	   construction	   of	   EU	   organisational	   identity,	   due	   to	   the	   inter-­‐
subjective	  relations	  between	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  member	  states.	   
Methodology	  	  
This	   chapter	   provides	   a	   clear	   understanding	   of	   the	   significance	   of	   the	   theoretical	   concept	   of	  
Organisational	   Identity	   (OI)	  and	  the	   International	  Relations	  theory	  (IR)	   in	  the	  paper.	  The	  chapter	  
provides	   the	   reader	   with	   considerations	   concerning	   methodological	   approaches.	   This	   paper	   is	  
written	  with	  an	  interpretivist	  approach,	  in	  attempts	  to	  understand	  the	  EU’s	  actions	  and	  discourse	  
in	   terms	  of	  building	  an	  organisational	   identity.	  Furthermore,	   the	  paper	  examines	   the	  underlying	  
structures	  and	   relations	  between	   the	  EU	  and	   its	  member	   states,	   concerning	   the	  construction	  of	  
the	   EU	   organisational	   identity.	   Therefore,	   the	   paper	   is	   written	   from	   a	   social	   constructivist	  
epistemological	   standpoint.	   OI	   is	   applied,	   to	   understand	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	   creation	   of	   a	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collectively	   shared	   organisational	   identity	   and	   understand	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	  
supranational	  and	  national	  level(s),	  when	  constructing	  the	  identity.	  The	  application	  of	  IR	  theory	  is	  
done,	  in	  order	  to	  highlight	  relevant	  aspects	  of	  the	  relations	  between	  the	  member	  states	  and	  the	  
EU.	  The	  two	  theories	  will	  be	  used	  to	  shed	  light	  on	  different	  components	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  
organisational	   identity	  and	  the	  relation	  between	  supranational	  and	  national	   level(s).	  Henceforth,	  
this	  paper	   seeks	   to	  understand	   the	   socio-­‐political	   and	   structural	   relations	   that	   the	   collective	  EU	  
organisational	  identity	  is	  embedded	  in. 
The	  theory	  of	  Organisational	  Identity	  (OI)	  
The	  theoretical	  concept	  of	  organisational	  identity	  (OI),	  a	  branch	  of	  Organisational	  theory	  is	  used	  in	  
the	  paper,	  to	  analyse	  and	  understand	  the	  EU	  organisational	  identity	  attributes	  and	  to	  understand	  
the	   EU’s	   actions	   when	   constructing	   an	   organisational	   identity	   on	   a	   supranational,	   national	   and	  
societal	   level.	   OI	   has	   since	   its	   creation	   by	   Albert	   and	   Whetten	   in	   1985,	   been	   discussed	   and	  
evaluated	   several	   times,	  where	   the	  definition	  and	  use	  of	   the	   theory	  has	  been	  unclear	   for	  many	  
scholars	  (Whetten,	  2006).	  Therefore,	  David	  A.	  Whetten,	  one	  of	  the	  founding	  fathers	  of	  the	  theory,	  
published	  a	  journal	  in	  2006	  to	  clarify	  the	  use	  and	  definition	  of	  Organisational	  Identity.	  The	  paper	  
focuses	  on	  Whetten’s	  journal	  (2006),	  to	  have	  a	  clear	  definition	  and	  perspective	  on	  how	  to	  use	  the	  
theory	   on	   the	   selected	   data.	   Therefore,	   the	   use	   of	   OI	   has	   a	   consistency	   in	   the	   theoretical	  
perspective	  and	  definition	  of	  the	  concept,	  which	  strengthens	  the	  use	  of	  it	  in	  the	  paper	  and	  makes	  
it	  possible	  to	  apply	  it	  on	  the	  selected	  data.	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As	   seen	   on	   the	   self-­‐constructed	   diagram	   above,	   the	   primary	   part	   of	   OI	   is	   the	   three	   identity	  
components:	  ideational,	  definitional	  and	  phenomenological	  (Whetten,	  2006).	  These	  three	  identity	  
components	   define	   different	   aspects	   of	   the	   organisation’s	   identity.	   The	   ideational	   identity	  
component	   involves	   the	   ideal	   shared	   values	   the	   organisation	   refers	   to,	   when	   answering	   the	  
question:	   ‘Who	   are	   we	   as	   an	   organisation?’	   only	   involving	   the	   collective	   beliefs,	   shared	   by	   all	  
members	   of	   an	   organisation	   (Whetten,	   2006).	   The	   definitional	   identity	   component	   is	   the	  
conceptual	   element,	   specified	   through	   the	   CED	   features:	   the	   central,	   enduring	   and	   distinctive	  
features	   of	   the	   organisation	   (Whetten,	   2006).	   The	   central	   feature	   defines	   the	   historically	  
important	   attributes	   that	   are	   crucial	   for	   the	   organisation’s	   development;	   the	   enduring	   feature	  
characterizes	   the	   explicitly	   rooted	   and	   holy	   attributes	   that	   are	   shown	   in	   the	   organisation's	  
historical	  achievements;	  and	  the	  distinctive	  feature	  is	  what	  sets	  the	  organisation	  apart	  from	  others	  
alike	   it,	   but	   can	   also	   be	   viewed	   as	   attributes	   that	   set	   the	  minimum	   standard	   and	  norms	  of	   the	  
organisation	   (Whetten,	   2006).	   Lastly,	   the	   phenomenological	   identity	   component	   illustrates	   the	  
identity-­‐related	   discourse	   in	   important	   historical	   developments	   and	   achievements	   of	   the	  
organisation	  (Whetten,	  2006).	  These	  components	  illustrate	  different	  elements	  of	  an	  organisation’s	  
identity	   and	   explain	   the	   importance	   of	   all	   elements	   contributing	   to	   one	  Organisational	   Identity	  
(Whetten,	  2006).	  	  
OI	  also	  describes	  a	  guide	  for	  how	  to	  find	  all	  three	  identity	  components	  of	  the	  organisation.	  This	  is	  
illustrated	   in	   the	   self-­‐constructed	   diagram	   below,	   explaining	   the	   two	   validity	   standards	   of	   the	  
theory.	   The	  operational	   validity	   standard	   is	   a	   cross-­‐level	   theorising	   guide,	   using	   both	   functional	  
and	   structural	   understandings	   of	   an	   organisation’s	   accountability	   and	   self-­‐governance	  
requirements	   (Whetten,	   2006).	   Therefore,	   this	   validity	   standard	   is	   divided	   into	   two	   main	  
perspectives:	  the	  structural	  definitional	  standard	  and	  the	  functional	  definitional	  standard	  as	  seen	  
above	   (Whetten,	  2006).	  Both	  definitional	  standards	   include	  the	  terms:	   legitimate	   identity	  claims	  
and	   legitimate	   identity	   referent	   discourse,	   all	   though	   these	   terms	   involve	   different	   elements	   in	  
each	   definitional	   standard	   (Whetten,	   2006).	   The	   structural	   definitional	   standard	   focuses	   on	   the	  
structural	   legitimacy	  of	  the	  organisation,	  such	  as	  policies	  and	  constitutions	  (Whetten,	  2006),	  and	  
also	  identifies	  different	  circumstances,	  where	  an	  organisation’s	  identity	  influences	  the	  outcome	  of	  
the	  organisation,	  divided	  into	  three	  circumstances:	   identity	  referent	  application,	   identity	  referent	  
threat	  and	  identity	  referent	  incongruence	  (Whetten,	  2006).	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The	   functional	   definitional	   standard	   highlights	   the	   distinguishing	   elements	   of	   the	   organisation’s	  
identity,	  both	  living	  up	  to	  the	  ideal	  type	  of	  organisation	  and	  living	  up	  to	  the	  historical	  development	  
of	   the	   organisation,	   divided	   into	   two	   categories:	   comparative	   frame	   referencing	   and	   historical	  
frame	  referencing	  (Whetten,	  2006).	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  analytical	  validity	  standard,	  concerns	  
only	   two	   elements;	   the	   organisational	   culture	   and	   organisational	   image	   (Whetten,	   2006).	   The	  
diagram	  above	  illustrates	  and	  elaborates	  the	  different	  terms	  of	  each	  standard	  and	  shows	  how	  the	  
terms	   are	   linked	   together.	   OI	   is	   used	   in	   an	   analysis	   where	   all	   identity	   components	   of	   the	   EU’s	  
organisational	  identity	  are	  found	  by	  following	  the	  validity	  standards.	  
The	  purpose	  of	  the	  analysis	  is	  to	  understand	  the	  identity	  references	  and	  claims	  the	  EU	  develops,	  in	  
order	  to	  construct	  an	  EU	  organisational	  identity.	  The	  choice	  of	  methodology	  creates	  a	  subjective	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fundament	  for	  the	  research,	  since	  the	  goal	  is	  not	  to	  test	  a	  hypothesis,	  but	  instead	  use	  a	  theoretical	  
concept	   to	   understand	   the	   construction	   of	   an	   EU	   organisational	   identity	   from	   the	   EU’s	  
perspective.	   The	   choice	   of	   methodology	   and	   theory	   has	   resulted	   in	   only	   including	   sources	  
published	  by	  the	  EU	  as	  primary	  sources,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  paper	  wishes	  to	  examine	  the	  EU’s	  
interpretation,	  actions	  and	  values	  concerning	  the	  building	  of	  an	  EU	  organisational	  identity.	   
The	  International	  Relations	  Theory	  (IR)	  
International	  Relations	  Theory	  (IR)	  is	  a	  theoretical	  field	  within	  the	  social	  sciences,	  which	  is	  known	  
for	   building	   upon	   the	   diversity	   of	   the	   fields	   within	   the	   social	   sciences,	   by	   incorporating	   and	  
drawing	  inspiration	  from	  fields	  such	  as	  Economy,	  Law,	  Political	  Science	  and	  Sociology	  (Slaughter,	  
2011).	  The	  IR	  theory	  is	  also	  known	  for	  its	  methodological	  contestation,	  due	  to	  the	  theory’s	  cross-­‐
disciplinary	  engagement	   (Slaughter,	   2011).	   The	   IR	   theory	  draws	  upon	  various	   research	  methods	  
and	  thereby	  diversifies	  the	  theoretical	   toolkit	  of	   the	  theory	   (Slaughter,	  2011).	   In	  order	  to	  get	  an	  
understanding	  of	  how	  the	   international	  system	  functions,	  the	  theory	   is	   implemented,	  to	  analyse	  
the	  interaction	  between	  the	  member	  states	  of	  the	  EU.	  The	  diverse	  approaches	  within	  the	  theory	  
provide	  a	   justification	  of	   the	   individual	   foreign	   relations	  of	   the	  member	  states	   in	   the	  EU.	  The	   IR	  
theory	  consists	  of	  contrasting	  approaches,	  which	  individually	  signify	  which	  ideological	  standpoints,	  
political	  agendas,	  interests	  and	  worldviews	  the	  member	  states	  hold	  or	  aim	  to	  preserve	  (Slaughter,	  
2011).	   The	   main	   branches	   and	   approaches	   within	   the	   IR	   theory,	   consists	   of	   the	   following:	  
Liberalism,	   Idealism,	   Realism,	   Institutionalism	   and	   Constructivism	   etc.	   (Slaughter,	   2011).	   Among	  
these	   approaches,	   the	   paper	   employs	   the	   main	   approaches	   of	   IR	   theory,	   which	   is	   liberalism	  
(cosmopolitan)	   and	   realism	   (communitarian)	   in	   order	   to	   generate	   two	   contrasting	   ways	   of	  
perceiving	  the	  concept	  of	  an	  EU	  organisational	  identity.	  Liberalism	  (cosmopolitanism)	  a	  branch	  of	  
idealism,	  contains	  some	  idealistic	  sentiments,	  which	  will	  be	  applied	  in	  the	  paper	  to	  get	  a	  diverse	  
understanding	   of	   the	  member	   states	   when	   they	   engage	   in	   the	   EU,	   since	   Idealism	   is	   no	   longer	  
considered	   an	   adequate	   explanation	   for	   the	   international	   system	   (LSE,	   International	   Relations,	  
2015).	  The	  term	  cosmopolitanism	  will	  be	  applied	  instead	  of	  liberalism	  and	  communitarianism	  will	  
substitute	  for	  realism,	  because	  the	  terms	  are	  more	  fitting	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  examination	  of	  the	  
response	   and	   integration	   of	   the	   EU	   organisational	   identity.	   The	   paper	   critically	   analyses	   the	  
member	   states	   ideological	   standpoints,	   political	   agendas	   and	   interests,	   in	   the	   collaboration	  
towards	  a	  shared	  EUO	  identity.	   In	  chapter	  five,	  three	  selected	  EU	  member	  states,	  Germany,	  The	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United	  Kingdom	  and	  Poland,	  undergo	  an	  individual	  analysis,	  to	  present	  dissimilarities	  among	  the	  
member	   states	   on	   a	   national	   level	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   construction	   and	   integration	   of	   an	   EU	  
organisational	   identity.	  The	   three	  member	  states	  provide	   three	  concrete	  exemplifications	  of	   the	  
different	  political,	  social,	  economic	  ideological	  standpoints,	  political	  agendas	  and	  interests	  that	  the	  
member	  states	  demonstrate	  in	  the	  EU.	  The	  two	  main	  approaches	  will	  be	  used	  to	  understand	  the	  
national	   political	   sentiments	   of	   the	   member	   states,	   providing	   the	   paper	   with	   a	   subjective	  
perspective	  by	  analysing	  whether	  the	  member	  states	  are	  cosmopolitan	  or	  communitarian	  in	  their	  
actions,	  because	  the	  member	  states	  have	  to	  match	  a	  particular	  set	  of	  criteria. 
Cosmopolitanism	  
In	  accordance	  to	  a	  cosmopolitan	  worldview,	  the	  EU	  is	  looked	  upon	  as	  an	  open	  community,	  where	  
the	  member	  states	  within	  the	  EU	  function	  as	  one	  community	   in	  the	  domestic	  environment	  (Pin-­‐
Fat,	   2014,	   Pin-­‐Fat,	   Figure	   2.5,	   2014).	   According	   to	   cosmopolitanism,	   the	   idea	   of	   an	   increasing	  
Europeanisation	  process	  within	   the	  EU	   is	   therefore	  a	  substantial	  opportunity	   to	  construct	  an	  EU	  
organisational	   identity,	   in	   order	   to	   stabilise	   the	   relations	   among	   member	   states.	   The	  
Europeanisation	   process	   increases	   the	   interactions	   across	   borders	   due	   to	   the	   financial,	   social,	  
political	  and	  technological	  interdependence.	  Therefore,	  the	  transnational	  interactions	  include	  that	  
the	  member	  states	  will	  perpetuate	  and	  act	  as	  if	  the	  EU	  is	  one	  open	  community	  (Pin-­‐Fat,	  2014).	  The	  
sense	   of	   an	   open	   community	   constitutes	   an	   idea	   of	   a	   non-­‐problematic	   approach	   to	   the	  
organisational	   interference	  of	   global	   challenges	   and	  problematics,	   due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   they	   are	  
viewed	  as	  domestic	  politics	  because	  the	  global	  challenges	  and	  problematics	  are	  found	  within	  the	  
open	  community	  as	  ethical	  responsibilities	  (Pin-­‐Fat,	  2014).	  The	  characteristics	  of	  cosmopolitanism	  
are	  identified	  as	  rational,	  free	  and	  equal	  as	  they	  consider	  all	  political	  communities	  to	  be	  the	  moral	  
subjects	  of	  global	  politics	  (Pin-­‐Fat,	  2014).	  The	  idea	  of	  describing	  the	  member	  states	  as	   individual	  
actors	  is	  to	  clarify	  the	  rational	  inter-­‐subjective	  interference	  of	  other	  member	  states,	  seeing	  as	  the	  
global	  political	  community	  should	  act	  in	  unity.	  The	  ability	  of	  the	  nation-­‐states	  to	  act	  as	  one	  unit,	  is	  
due	   to	  a	  shared	  set	  of	  values	  and	  norms	  within	   the	   individual	  member	  states	   (Slaughter,	  2011).	  
This	   legitimizes	   the	   common	   aspiration	   for	   justice,	   and	   therefore	   the	   member	   states	   act	  
indistinguishably	   in	   terms	   of	   solving	   international	   affairs	   (Pin-­‐Fat,	   2014).	   The	   cosmopolitan	  
approach	  of	  the	  IR	  theory	  is	  thereby	  an	  examination	  of	  the	  moral	  and	  behavioural	  interactions	  of	  
the	   member	   states.	   Henceforth,	   cosmopolitanism	   provides	   a	   more	   ideal	   and	   normative	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understanding	  of	  how	   the	  member	   states	   should	  act	  within	   the	   community	   (McCormick,	   2010).	  
The	  cosmopolitan	  perspective	  does	  not	  problematize	  the	  transnational	  exchange	  of	  traditions	  and	  
cultures,	   encountered	   across	   borders,	   because	   this	   is	   a	   way	   of	   generating	   transnational	  
understandings	   in	   the	   community.	   (McCormick,	   2010).	   To	   summarise	   the	   previous	   arguments	  
referring	  to	  cosmopolitanism,	  the	  approach	  looks	  positively	  at	  territory,	  laws,	  history,	  culture	  and	  
traditions	   since	   this	   binds	   communities	   (member	   states)	   together,	   in	   order	   to	   act	   as	   one	  
community	  (McCormick,	  2010).	  This	  aforementioned	  positive	  view,	  demonstrates	  a	  universalised	  
worldview	  legitimising	  the	  expansion	  of	  the	  EU.	  The	  EU’s	  cosmopolitan	  characteristics	  became	  the	  
subject	   of	   the	   debate	   in	   the	   mid-­‐1990s,	   because	   heavy	   topics	   such	   as	   globalisation,	  
multiculturalism,	   postmodernism,	   post-­‐industrialism	   and	   lastly	   late	   capitalism	   were	   matters	   of	  
political	   and	   sociological	   concerns,	   that	   brought	   the	   member	   states	   together	   in	   another	   way	  
(McCormick,	   2010).	   The	   structural	   relations	   between	   the	   member	   states	   had	   become	   more	  
efficient,	  due	  to	  the	  increased	  communication	  that	  as	  a	  result	  presumed	  a	  different	  work	  strategy	  
among	  nation-­‐states	  (McCormick,	  2010).	   
Communitarianism	  
On	   the	  other	   hand	   a	   Communitarian	  perspective	   illustrates	   how	  a	   collective	   community	   can	  be	  
seen	   as	   a	   threat	   to	   the	   sovereignty	   of	   the	   member	   states.	   Communitarianism	   considers	   the	  
political	   community	   as	   central	   and	   regards	   the	   international	   system	   as	   anarchistic	   (Slaughter,	  
2011,	  Pin-­‐Fat,	  2014).	  For	  a	  communitarian,	   the	  global	   community	   is	   considered	   to	  be	  subjective	  
matter.	  Therefore,	  interference	  from	  other	  communities	  is	  not	  an	  ideal	  solution	  as	  the	  community	  
is	  subjective.	  This	  problematizes	  the	  inter-­‐subjective	  communal	  interactions;	  henceforth	  member	  
states	   seek	   survival	   through	  material	  means	   of	   power,	   such	   as	  military	   and	   territorial	   integrity,	  
where	   objectivity	   is	   questionable	   (Slaughter,	   2011).	   Communitarianism	   is	   relevant	   for	   the	   EU	  
organisational	  identity	  and	  Europeanism,	  as	  communitarian	  sentiments	  are	  portrayed	  in	  the	  Union	  
as	  the	  EU	  acts	  as	  a	  responsible	  communal	  “government”	  that	  employs	  decisions	  in	  the	  interest	  of	  
the	  member	  states.	  According	  to	  the	  communitarian	  perspective,	  there	  has	  been	  a	  lack	  of	  balance	  
between	   the	  power	   relations	  of	   the	  member	   states	   and	   the	  EU	   community	   (McCormick,	   2010).	  
Nevertheless,	  as	  an	  organisation	  with	  communitarian	  sentiments	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  idea	  of	  member	  
states	   surrendering	   power	   and	   sovereignty	   to	   the	   organisation	   in	   the	   interest	   of	   the	   entire	  
community.	   Communitarian	   sentiments	   associate	   the	   EU	   and	   the	   Europeanisation	   process	   as	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limiting	   for	   the	   independent	   power	   of	   the	  member	   states,	   since	   the	  member	   states	   surrender	  
some	   of	   their	   power	   to	   the	   EU	   through	   the	   Europeanisation	   process,	   which	   reduces	   the	  
sovereignty	  of	  the	  member	  states	  (McCormick,	  2010).	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  EU	  as	  the	  interest	  of	  
the	  member	   states	   are	   urged	   to	   be	   put-­‐aside	   for	   the	   organisational	   interest.	   A	   Communitarian	  
state	   refrain	   from	   majoritarianism,	   since	   a	   ‘strong	   democracy’	   is	   not	   to	   be	   found	   on	   a	  
supranational	  level	  but	  within	  the	  member	  state	  itself	  (McCormick,	  2010).	  	  An	  exemplification	  of	  
this	   is	   that	   the	   EU	   is	   commonly	   considered	   to	   be	   responsible	   for	   the	   overall	   judications	   of	   all	  
member	   states,	   but	   the	   communitarian	   perspective	   sees	   the	   EU	   influence	   as	   a	   political	  
transgression	   towards	   their	  own	  governance,	   since	   the	   interests	  of	   the	   individual	  member	   state	  
are	  neglected.	   
Chapter	  conclusion	  
In	   conclusion,	   this	   paper	   uses	   an	   interpretivist	   approach	   to	   understand	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	  
construction	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity.	  Furthermore,	  the	  social	  constructivist	  epistemological	  standpoint	  
is	  employed	  to	  understand	  the	  relational	  interaction	  that	  creates	  the	  EU	  organisational	  identity,	  as	  
it	  is	  embedded	  in	  the	  inter-­‐subjective	  relationship	  among	  the	  member	  states	  and	  between	  the	  EU	  
and	  its	  member	  states.	  The	  OI	  theory	  has	  its	  theoretical	  focus	  on	  the	  EU’s	  organisational	  identity	  
construction.	   Additionally,	   OI	   focuses	   on	   the	   organisational	   identity	   features	   of	   the	   EU	   and	   the	  
organisational	   actions	  and	   circumstances	   that	   construct	   an	  EU	  organisational	   identity.	  Whereas,	  
the	  IR	  theory	  solely	  focuses	  on	  the	  interaction	  between	  member	  states	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  national	  
and	  supranational	  components	  within	  the	  EU.	  The	  IR	  theory	  enables	  this	  paper	  to	  analyse	  national	  	  
political	   perspectives	   that	   are	   prevalent	   among	   the	   member	   states,	   when	   developing	   inter-­‐
subjective	  relations	  and	  collaborations	  amongst	  themselves.	  Thereby,	  this	  paper	  seeks	  to	  examine	  
and	  understand	  the	  supranational	  strategies	   in	  constructing	  a	  EU	  organisational	   identity	  and	  the	  
underlying	  national	  interests	  of	  the	  member	  states.	  Furthermore,	  analysing	  the	  EU	  organisational	  
identity	  through	  both	  the	  OI	  theory	  and	  the	  IR	  theory	  contributes	  to	  a	  broader	  understanding	  of	  
the	   structural	   organisational	   identity	   of	   the	   EU.	   The	   two	   theories	   supplement	   each	   other	  
henceforth	  OI	   theory	  examines	   the	  EU	  as	  a	  collective	  actor	   that	  constructs	  an	  EU	  organisational	  
identity,	  where	  the	  IR	  theory	  examines	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  organisation	  for	  collective	  actors.	  Where	  the	  
members	  states	   influence	  the	   integration	  of	   the	  EU	  organisational	   identity	  on	  both	  national	  and	  
societal	  levels	  of	  the	  EU	  society.	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CHAPTER	  3.	  THE	  EUROPEAN	  UNION	  
The	  Historical	  Development	  of	  the	  European	  Union	  
After	  World	  War	   II,	  France	  and	  Germany	  created	  the	   foundation	   for	   the	  ECSC,	   in	  order	   to	  avoid	  
bloodshed	  and	  continuous	  wars	  between	  neighbouring	  nation-­‐states.	  In	  1950,	  the	  French	  planning	  
commissioners	   Jean	  Monnet	   and	   Robert	   Schuman,	   who	   are	   known	   as	   the	   founding	   fathers	   of	  
European	  community,	  created	  the	  idea	  to	  continentally	  integrate	  European	  nation-­‐states	  (Monnet	  
1978;	   Duchen	   1994	   cited	   in	   Laffan	   and	   Mazey,	   2006).	   Furthermore,	   Monnet	   and	   Schuman	  
presented	  their	  request	  to	  the	  French	  government,	  in	  order	  to	  find	  a	  new	  and	  rapid	  solution	  to	  the	  
continued	  bloodshed,	  by	  forming	  a	  new	  structural	  union	  for	  the	  heavy	   industries	  of	  both	  France	  
and	  Germany,	   in	  which	   the	   two	   nation-­‐states	   relied	   heavily	   on	   each	   other	   (Willis	   1968	   cited	   in	  
Laffan	   and	   Mazey,	   2006).	   Their	   proposal	   was	   to	   collaborate	   and	   combine	   the	   coal	   and	   steel	  
industries	   of	   France	   and	   Germany.	   Therefore,	   Monnet	   and	   Schuman	   proposed	   it	   should	   be	  
“pooled”	   and	   “placed”	   under	   a	   “supranational	   authority”,	   that	   would	   be	   responsible	   for	   a	  
development	   and	   establishment	   of	   a	   common	   coal	   and	   steel	  market	  within	   the	  member	   states	  
(Laffan	   and	   Mazey,	   2006).	   The	   six	   founding	   nation-­‐states	   of	   the	   ECSC	   are:	   Belgium,	   the	  
Netherlands,	   Italy,	  Luxembourg,	  West	  Germany	  and	  France	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey,	  2006).	  The	  union	  
of	   the	   industries	   ensured	   the	   unity	   of	   Europe	   by	   creating	   an	   interdependent	   market	   both	  
economically	   and	   politically,	  with	   the	   purpose	   to	   ‘secure’	   everlasting	   peace	   (Laffan	   and	  Mazey,	  
2006). 
France	  was	  threatened	  by	  Germany,	  and	  therefore	  France	  wanted	  Germany	  to	  be	  allayed.	  After	  
the	   World	   War	   II	   the	   future	   European	   cooperation	   was	   a	   main	   subject	   of	   discussion	   of	   ‘high	  
politics’,	  a	  subject	  that	  created	  serious	  intergovernmental	  negotiations	  between	  national	  politico-­‐	  
administrative	  elites,	  in	  which	  the	  motive	  of	  the	  UK	  for	  not	  joining	  the	  EU	  was	  due	  to	  its	  national	  
interest	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey	  2006).	  Nevertheless,	  nationalism	  lost	  its	  value	  after	  the	  experience	  of	  
war,	   creating	   a	   new	   incentive	   toward	   federalist	  movements,	   because	   the	  war	  was	   caused	   by	   a	  
nation-­‐state	   system	   (Libgen,	   1982	   cited	   in	   Laffan	   and	  Mazey	   2006).	   During	   the	   years	   1945	   and	  
1955	  an	   important	   ‘advocacy	  coalition’	  was	  established	  by	  European	  federalist	  movements,	  with	  
the	  aim	  to	  forward	  the	  matter	  of	  European	  integration	  to	  the	  vanguard	  of	  the	  agendas	  of	  politics	  
in	  all	  over	  Western	  Europe	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey	  2006).	  After	  the	  collapse	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  in	  the	  
1980s,	   the	  EU	  evolved	  and	  enlarged,	  where	  nation-­‐states	  from	  both	  Eastern	  and	  Central	  Europe	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demanded	  membership.	  Thereby,	  on	  the	  1st	  of	  May,	  2004,	  ten	  new	  European	  countries	  came	  to	  
be	  new	  member	  states	  as	  well	  as	  in	  2007	  Romania	  and	  Bulgaria	  joined	  the	  EU	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey	  
2006).	   This	   shows	   that	   the	   EU	  will	   expand	   continuously,	   especially	   in	   terms	  of	   policy	  making	   in	  
policy	  areas	  where	  the	  legitimacy	  has	  already	  been	  proven	  in	  but	  the	  constitutional	  reform	  in	  the	  
large	  scale	  will	  remain	  the	  same	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey,	  2006).	  During	  the	  history	  of	  the	  EU	  different	  
institutions,	   actors	   and	   pressures	   have	   had	   impacts	   on	   either	   restricting	   or	   facilitating	   other	  
improvements	   of	   the	   EU	   (Laffan	   and	  Mazey,	   2006).	   The	   Evolution	   of	   the	   union	   was	   seen	   as	   a	  
‘community	  of	  values’	  based	  on	  a	  shared	  notion	  of	  social	  reality,	  along	  with	  vibrant	  and	  efficient	  
conversation	   in	   between	   this	   shared	   reality	   understanding	   of	   European	   institutions	   and	   agents	  
(Checkel	  2004;	  Risse	  2004;	  Christiansen	  et	  al.	  2001	  cited	  in	  Laffan	  and	  Mazey	  2006). 
The	  EU	  evolution	  and	  integration	  has	  influenced	  the	  national	  identities	  of	  the	  member	  states	  and	  
the	   citizens	   in	   various	   ways.	   For	   some	   of	   the	  member	   states	   the	   EU	   is	   considered	   as	   a	   threat	  
toward	   national	   identities,	   while	   for	   others	   the	   membership	   of	   EU	   is	   highly	   welcomed,	   where	  
there	   is	   a	   great	   amount	  of	  willingness	  of	  compatibility	   among	   the	  EU	  membership	  and	  national	  
identities	  (Laffan	  and	  Mazey,	  2006). 
The	  departments	  involved	  in	  law	  making	  within	  EU	  	  
Three	   main	   institutions	   are	   encompassed	   in	   the	   EU	   law	   making	   and	   legislation.	   Firstly,	   The	  
European	  Parliament	  involves	  politicians	  directly	  elected	  by	  the	  citizens	  of	  member	  states,	  thereby	  
representing	   the	   EU’s	   citizens.	   Thus	   the	   new	   laws	   are	   approved	   on	   behalf	   of	   the	   citizens	  
(Europa.eu,	  2015).	   Secondly,	   The	  Council	  of	   the	  European	  Union	  consists	  of	   a	   representation	  of	  
the	   governments	   of	   each	   member	   state.	   The	   new	   laws	   are	   adopted	   on	   behalf	   of	   national	  
governments	   and	   compromises	   are	   made	   and	   negotiated	   with	   the	   EU	   parliament	   (Europa.eu,	  
2015).	   Thirdly,	   The	   European	   Commission	   contains	   members	   who	   are	   appointed	   by	   national	  
governments,	   representing	   the	   collective	   interest	   of	   the	   EU.	   The	   proposals	   are	   made	   and	   the	  
implementations	  are	  supervised	  by	  the	  Commission	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  The	  new	  idea	  of	  proposal	  
begins	  from	  Europe	  Central	  Bank,	  The	  European	  Parliament,	  The	  Investment	  Bank,	  member	  states	  
and	   citizens	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   The	   decisions	   are	   taken	   by	   commissioners,	   on	   whether	   to	   put	  
forward	  the	  legislative	  proposals	  for	  negotiation	  (Europa.eu,	  2015). 
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There	  are	  three	  levels	  for	  decision	  and	  law	  making,	  consisting	  of	  three	  readings.	  The	  first	  reading	  is	  
where	  the	  proposal	  is	  referred	  to	  both	  the	  parliament	  and	  the	  council	  at	  the	  same	  time.	  The	  laws	  
are	  either	  adopted	  as	  they	  are,	  or	  amendments	  are	  made	  by	  MEPs	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  Meanwhile	  
the	   laws	   in	   their	   original	   form	  are	  both	   granted	   and	   adopted	   into	   law,	   or	   the	   amendments	   are	  
created	  and	  sent	  back	  to	  MEPs	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  The	  second	  reading	  involves	  when	  amendments	  
and	  negotiations	  are	  successfully	  made	  and	  new	  laws	  and	  proposals	  are	  adopted.	  If	  this	  does	  not	  
happen,	  amendments	  are	  rejected	  and	  the	  procedure	  ends	  concerning	  the	  particular	  amendment	  
(Europa.eu,	  2015).	  The	  final	   reading	  embodies	  no	  doubt	  or	  question	  of	  amendments.	  Therefore,	  
the	   particular	   amendment	   is	   ready	   for	   the	   final	   signature	   and	   approval	   of	   both	   the	   EP	   and	   the	  
Council.	  If	  it	  is	  not	  approved,	  it	  goes	  back	  to	  the	  first	  stage	  (Europa.eu,	  2015). 
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CHAPTER	  4.	  ANALYSIS	  OF	  THE	  CONSTRUCTION	  OF	  AN	  EU	  
ORGANISATIONAL	  IDENTITY	  
Analysis	  using	  the	  OI	  theory	  
The	   chapter	   analyses	   the	   different	   features	   the	   EU	   applies,	   which	   contribute	   to	   the	   EU’s	  
construction	  and	  implementation	  of	  an	  EU	  organisational	  identity	  (EUO	  identity).	  The	  purpose	  of	  
the	   analysis	   is	   to	   understand	   the	   EU’s	   actions,	   when	   constructing	   and	   implementing	   an	  
organisational	   identity	   from	  a	   supranational	   level	   to	   a	   	   national	   	   and	   societal	   level.	   This	  will	   be	  
done	   through	   the	   theoretical	   concept	   of	   OI	   following	   the	   operational	   validity	   standard	   of	   the	  
theory,	  to	  find	  the	  CED	  features	  and	  the	  principle	  identity	  components	  (ideational,	  definitional	  and	  
phenomenological)	  of	  the	  EU	  identity. 
Firstly,	  the	  chapter	  analyses	  the	  EU	  symbols:	  the	  EU	  anthem,	  the	  EU	  flag,	  the	  EU	  day,	  the	  EU	  motto	  
and	  the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria	  to	  understand	  the	  official	  discourse	  and	  symbols,	  that	  contribute	  to	  
the	  construction	  of	  an	  EUO	   identity.	  Furthermore	  the	  chapter	   focuses	  on	  the	  policy	   review:	  The	  
Development	   of	   European	   Identity/Identities:	   Unfinished	   Business	   (2012)	   published	   by	   the	  
European	  Commission,	  to	  understand	  the	  operational	  dimensions	  in	  the	  processes	  of	  EUO	  identity	  
creation	  and	  EU	  identification	  in	  the	  EU	  society.	  The	  policy	  review	  categorised	  the	  EUO	  identity	  in	  
different	   areas	   concerning	   history,	   practice,	   culture,	   language,	   institutions	   and	   public	   sphere	  
(Miller,	  2012),	   consisting	  of	  over	  20	  different	  projects	  categorised	  and	  reviewed	  towards	  one	  of	  
the	  identity	  dimensions.	  “European	  identity/identities	  has	  been	  a	  research	  topic	  for	  the	  European	  
Commission’s	  agenda	  since	  the	  1990’s...for	  answers	  on	  how	  different	  processes	  of	   identification	  
with	  the	  European	  Union	  and	  its	  integration	  project	  take	  shape	  and	  evolve	  over	  time,	  and	  on	  how	  
to	  reinforce	  solidarity	  among	  Europeans.”	  (Miller,	  2012).	  This	  quote	  shows	  that	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  
policy	   review	  for	   the	  European	  Commission	  was	   to	  understand	  the	  outcomes	  of	   the	  projects,	   in	  
terms	   of	   achieving	   European	   identification	   in	   the	   EU	   society,	   in	   order	   for	   the	   EU	   to	   recognise	  
which	  identity	  components	  should	  be	  further	  integrated	  in	  the	  EU	  society.	   
By	   following	   the	   theoretical	   concept	   of	   OI	   the	   analysis	   was	   narrowed	   down	   to	   focus	   on	   the	  	  
SPHERE,	  RECON	  and	  IME	  project,	  since	  these	  three	  projects	  highlight	  different	  aspects	  concerning	  
EU	  identification	  and	  portray	  different	  elements	  concerning	  the	  EUO	  identity.	  The	  SPHERE	  project	  
explains	   the	   socio-­‐economic	   transformations	   the	   EU	  has	   endured	   and	  how	   these	  developments	  
have	  contributed	  to	  the	  construction	  of	  an	   identity	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  The	  RECON	  project	  explains	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how	  democracy	  is	  a	  key	  element	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  how	  the	  central	  principles	  of	  democracy	  e.g.	  that	  
power	  of	  the	  people	  is	  not	  recognised	  and	  implemented	  in	  the	  EU	  society	  as	  it	  should,	  therefore	  
there	  is	  a	  lack	  of	  trust	  and	  solidarity	  in	  the	  EU	  community	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  Lastly,	  the	  IME	  project	  
illustrates	  nine	  nation-­‐state	  examples	  of	  the	  different	  ways	  of	  identifying	  with	  Europe	  and	  the	  EU	  
both	   on	   a	   national	   and	   societal	   level	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   These	   different	   aspects	   illuminate	   different	  
concerns	  and	  attributes	  that	  contribute	  to	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  EUO	  identity,	  not	  just	  within	  the	  
EU	  as	  an	  organisation	  but	  also	  in	  the	  member	  states	  and	  the	  EU	  society.	  	   
The	  symbols	  of	  the	  EU	  
The	   EU	   has	   a	   number	   of	   identity	   symbols	   that	   in	   some	  ways	   refer	   to	   and	   portray	   the	   EU	   as	   a	  
nation-­‐state	   e.g.	   the	   EU	   flag,	   the	   EU	   anthem,	   the	   EU	   day	   and	   the	   EU	  motto	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	  
Therefore	  an	  analysis	  of	  these	  symbols	  is	  conducted	  through	  the	  OI	  theory,	  in	  order	  to	  understand	  
how	   the	   symbols	   contribute	   to	   a	   constructed	   organisational	   EUO	   identity	   from	   the	   EU	   itself.	  
Furthermore,	  the	  analysis	  will	  also	  examine	  the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria,	  since	  it	  is	  assumed	  that	  the	  
criteria	  of	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  EU	  show	  the	  core	  values	  of	  the	  organisation,	  which	  contribute	  to	  
the	  choices	  the	  EU	  makes	  when	  constructing	  an	  organisational	  identity	  (Ec.europa.eu,	  2015). 
The	  EU	   flag	  was	   firstly	   created	  by	   the	  Council	  of	  Europe	   in	  1955	  and	  was	   finally	   considered	   the	  
official	  emblem	  of	  the	  EU	  in	  1985.	  When	  referring	  to	  the	  EU	  flag,	  the	  EU	  states,	  “The	  European	  flag	  
symbolises	  both	  the	  European	  Union	  and…the	  identity	  and	  unity	  of	  Europe”	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  By	  
examining	  the	  symbol	  of	  the	  EU	  flag,	  the	  circle	  is	  the	  symbol	  of	  unity	  and	  the	  12	  gold	  stars	  and	  the	  
blue	  background	  are	  symbols	  of	  harmony	  and	  solidarity	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  This	  shows,	  that	  the	  EU	  
identity	  is	  based	  on	  unity,	  harmony	  and	  solidarity,	  which	  are	  the	  CED	  features	  of	  the	  organisation.	   
The	  EU’s	  anthem	  is	  Ludwig	  Beethoven’s	  ‘Ninth	  symphony’,	  composed	  in	  1823,	  as	  the	  goal	  of	  being	  
the	  melody	  for	  Freidrich	  von	  Schiller’s	  verse	  ‘Ode	  to	  Joy’	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  The	  anthem	  was	  firstly	  
agreed	   in	  1972	  by	   the	  Council	   of	   Europe,	  but	  officially	   implemented	   in	  1985	   (Europa.eu,	   2015),	  
perhaps	  as	  an	  identity	  referent	  application	  to	  strengthen	  the	  EU	  and	  thereby	  refer	  to	  its’	  identity	  in	  
the	   beginning	   of	   the	   Cold	   War.	   The	   EU	   anthem	   has	   no	   lyrics	   and	   can	   therefore	   represent	   all	  
member	  states	  in	  the	  EU,	  by	  not	  choosing	  a	  language.	  Beethoven	  came	  from	  Germany,	  one	  of	  the	  
founding	  states	  of	  the	  EU,	  which	  contributes	  to	  the	  anthem	  being	  strong	  and	  representable	  for	  the	  
EU	  since	  it	  shows	  a	  historical	  value.	  The	  choice	  of	  melody	  for	  the	  EU’s	  anthem	  is	  a	  historical	  frame	  
referencing	  made	  by	   the	   EU	   in	   the	   functional	   definitional	   standard,	   by	   choosing	   a	  melody	   from	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Germany.	   It	   illustrates	   strong	   central	   and	   enduring	   features	   of	   the	   EU	   that	   contribute	   to	   the	  
definitional	  principle	  component	  of	  the	  EU	  identity.	  “The	  anthem	  symbolises	  not	  only	  the	  EU,	  but	  
also	  Europe	  in	  a	  wider	  sense.	  ‘Ode	  to	  Joy’	  expresses	  Schiller's	   idealistic	  vision	  of	  the	  human	  race	  
becoming	  brothers”	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  This	  quote	  shows	  an	  ideational	  principle	  component	  of	  the	  
EU	   identity,	   being	   that	   the	   anthem	   is	   a	   symbol	   of	   countries	   coming	   together	   and	   becoming	  
brothers.	  This	  could	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  EUO’s	  identity	  being	  the	  brotherhood	  of	  Europe,	  but	  at	  
the	  same	  time	  it	  shows	  that	  the	  EU	  respects	  the	  differences	  of	  each	  member	  state	  by	  symbolically	  
referring	   to	   them	   as	   brothers.	   Furthermore,	   this	   quote	   shows	   legitimate	   identity	   referencing	  
discourse	   by	   explaining	   the	   ideal	   of	   human	   race	   coming	   together,	   which	   could	   legitimize	   the	  
historical	   expansion	  of	   the	  EU	   from	  6	  member	   states	   to	  28	  member	   states	   today,	  by	  having	  an	  
anthem	  that	  symbolizes	  complete	  unity	  ideally	  involving	  everyone.	  The	  anthem	  therefore	  involves	  
historical	   frame	   referencing.	   The	   EU	   states,	   “This	   anthem	   expresses	   the	   European	   ideals	   of	  
freedom,	  peace	  and	  solidarity”	  (Europa.eu,	  2015),	  which	  function	  as	  definitional	  identity	  claims	  of	  
the	  EU	  consisting	  of	   these	   ideals.	  Moreover,	   the	  EU	  argues	   that	   the	  anthem	  “is	  not	   intended	  to	  
replace	   the	  national	  anthems	  of	   the	  EU	  member	   states,	  but	   rather	   to	  celebrate	   the	  values	   they	  
share”	   (Europa.eu,	  2015),	  which	  underlines	   the	  conclusion	  of	   the	  anthem	  symbolising	   the	  EU	  as	  
the	  brotherhood	  of	  Europe,	  that	  fights	  for	  freedom,	  peace	  and	  solidarity. 
The	  EU	  motto	  “United	  in	  diversity”,	  created	  in	  2000,	  could	  be	  a	  further	  underlining	  of	  the	  symbolic	  
identity	   elements	   of	   the	   EU	   anthem,	   since	   the	   motto	   symbolizes	   the	   unity	   of	   the	   European	  
countries	   in	   the	   EU,	   contributing	   to	   the	   sense	   of	   the	   EU	   being	   the	   brotherhood	   of	   Europe	  
(Europa.eu,	   2015).	   The	   EU	   states,	   when	   explaining	   the	   motto,	   “Europeans	   have	   come	  
together…while	   at	   the	   same	   time	   being	   enriched	   by	   the	   continent's	   many	   different	   cultures,	  
traditions	   and	   languages.”	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   This	   illustrates	   a	   distinctive	   feature	   of	   the	   EUO’s	  
identity,	   being	   that	   the	   organisation	   is	   united	   through	   shared	   values	   and	   is	   improved	   and	  
deepened	   by	   uniqueness	   of	   each	   member	   state	   being	   so	   diverse,	   but	   also	   shows	   the	  
organizational	  culture	  of	  the	  EU’s	  analytical	  validity	  standard,	  since	  the	  EUO’s	  identity	  prospers	  in	  
its	  diversity. 
The	  EU	  day	   is	   held	   every	   year	  on	   the	  9th	   of	  May	   in	  honour	  of	   the	   anniversary	  of	   the	   ‘Schuman	  
doctrine’,	   the	   French	   foreign	   minister	   Robert	   Schuman’s	   speech	   from	   1950	   in	   Paris,	   which	   is	  
considered	   the	   preface	   for	   the	   creation	   of	   the	   EU	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   	   Schuman’s	   speech	   was	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centred	   on	   the	   ideal	   of	   constructing	   “(...)	   a	   new	   form	  of	   political	   cooperation	   in	   Europe,	  which	  
would	  make	  war	  between	  Europe’s	  nations	  unthinkable.”	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  The	  honorary	  day	  can	  
be	   considered	  as	  a	   legitimate	   identity	   claim	   from	   the	  structural	  definitional	   standard	  of	   the	  EU,	  
since	  it	  symbolizes	  the	  enduring	  feature	  of	  the	  core	  and	  withstanding	  moral	  of	  the	  EU’s	  purpose,	  
namely	   to	   prevent	   war	   between	   European	   countries	   and	   the	   central	   feature	   of	   the	   EU’s	  
uniqueness	  being	  a	  political	  union	  for	  European	  states.	  Thereby,	  the	  EU	  day	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  
symbol	   for	   an	   ideational	   principle	   component	   of	   the	   EU’s	   identity	   that	   the	   EU	   day	   “celebrates	  
peace	  and	  unity	  in	  Europe”,	  which	  can	  thus	  be	  considered	  as	  the	  EU’s	  identity	  focusing	  on	  uniting	  
the	   European	   countries	   and	   keeping	   peace	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   This	   conclusion	   emphasizes	   the	  
identity	  components	  from	  the	  other	  symbols	  as	  well,	  e.g.	  referring	  to	  the	  EU	  anthem	  stating	  that	  
the	  EU	  is	  the	  brotherhood	  of	  Europe.	  Additionally,	  the	  EU	  day	  is	  a	  way	  for	  the	  EU	  to	  reach	  out	  to	  
its	   citizens	   and	   influences	   them.	   Each	   year	   the	   EU	   institutions	   and	   offices	   develop	   “(…)	   visits,	  
debates,	   concerts	   and	   other	   events	   to	   mark	   the	   day	   and	   raise	   awareness	   about	   the	   EU”	  
(Europa.eu,	  2015)	  for	  the	  EU	  citizens	  to	  be	  a	  part	  of.	  This	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  identity	  referent	  
application,	  where	  the	  EU	  creates	  the	  opportunity	  to	  raise	  awareness	  about	  the	  organisation	  and	  
strengthen	   solidarity	   between	   EU	   citizens,	   which	   can	   lead	   to	   a	   stronger	   focus	   on	   and	  
understanding	  of	  the	  EU	  identity.	   
The	   Copenhagen	   Criteria	   from	   1993	   explain	   the	   three	   central	   criteria	   for	   a	   state	   to	   become	   a	  
member	  of	  the	  EU,	  whereas	  the	  Treaty	  on	  European	  Union,	  1992,	  sets	  the	  further	  conditions	  and	  
principles	   for	   an	   applicant	   state	   (Ec.europa.eu,	   2015).	   These	   criteria	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   legitimate	  
identity	   claims	   from	   the	   EU’s	   structural	   definitional	   standard,	   since	   they	   set	   the	   terms	   to	   be	   a	  
member.	   The	   first	   criterion	   is	   “stability	   of	   institutions	   guaranteeing	  democracy,	   the	   rule	   of	   law,	  
human	   rights	   and	   respect	   for	   and	   protection	   of	  minorities”	   (Ec.europa.eu,	   2015).	   This	   criterion	  
shows	   the	   EU’s	   first	   values	   of	   equality	   and	   solidarity,	   shown	   politically	   through	   democracy	   and	  
law,	  which	   is	  socio-­‐politically	  shown	  through	  human	  rights	  and	  the	  protection	  of	  minorities.	  The	  
second	   criterion	   is	   “a	   functioning	   market	   economy	   and	   the	   ability	   to	   cope	   with	   competitive	  
pressure	  and	  market	  forces	  within	  the	  EU”	  (Ec.europa.eu,	  2015)	  illustrating	  the	  economical	  value	  
within	   the	  EU.	  The	   third	  criterion	   is	  “ability	   to	   take	  on	   the	  obligations	  of	  membership,	   including	  
the	  capacity	  to	  effectively	  implement	  the	  rules,	  standards	  and	  policies	  that	  make	  up	  the	  body	  of	  
EU	   law…”	  (Ec.europa.eu,	  2015)	  showing	  the	  value	  of	   juridical	   responsibility	   towards	   the	  EU.	  The	  
 Page 24 of 58 
values	   of	   equality	   and	   solidarity	   from	   the	   first	   criterion,	   the	   economical	   value	   from	   the	   second	  
criterion	  and	  the	  value	  of	  responsibility	  seen	  in	  the	  third	  criterion	  can	  all	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  part	  of	  the	  
phenomenological	  identity	  component	  in	  the	  EU’s	  identity.	  These	  values	  are	  central	  and	  distinctive	  
parts	  of	  the	  EU’s	  identity,	  that	  set	  the	  minimum	  standards	  and	  norms	  of	  the	  organisation.	   
Through	  an	  analysis	  using	  the	  OI	  theory	  of	  the	  EU	  symbols	  and	  the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria	  the	  ideal	  
Organisational	  identity	  features	  have	  been	  illustrated.	  The	  CED	  features	  of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity	  are	  
shown	  through	  all	  symbols,	  which	  are	  unity,	  harmony,	  solidarity,	  equality,	  juridical	  and	  economical	  
responsibility,	   peace	   and	   diversity.	   The	   ideational	   principle	   component	   of	   the	   EUO’s	   identity	   is	  
shown	   in	   the	   EU	   motto	   “United	   in	   diversity”	   and	   the	   EU	   anthem	   symbolising	   the	   EU	   as	   a	  
brotherhood	  of	  Europe.	  The	  definitional	  principle	  component	  of	  the	  EU’s	  organisational	  identity	  is	  
also	   illustrated	   in	   all	   of	   the	   symbols	   through	   the	   consistent	   value	   of	   peace,	   solidarity	   and	  
democracy	   portraying	   the	   CED	   features	   and	   the	   definition	   of	   the	   EU	   being	   a	   brotherhood	   of	  
Europe.	  The	  phenomenological	  principle	  component	  of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity	  is	  illustrated	  through	  all	  
symbols	   each	   representing	   historically	   important	   developments	   and	   events	   e.g.	   the	   EU	   day	  
symbolizing	   the	   birth	   of	   the	   EU	   and	   the	   Copenhagen	   Criteria	   each	   showing	   a	   value	   based	   on	  
historical	  developments.	  This	  shows,	  that	  the	  EU’s	  symbols	  represent	  the	  EU’s	  ideal	  organisational	  
identity	  and	  can	  function	  as	  a	  way	  of	  strengthening	  the	  focus	  around	  the	  EU’s	  identity,	  in	  order	  to	  
create	  a	  strong	  organisation.	   
The	  SPHERE	  Project	  
The	  SPHERE	  Project	  stands	  for	  “Space,	  Place	  and	  the	  historical	  and	  contemporary	  articulations	  of	  
regional,	   national	   and	   European	   Identities	   through	   work	   and	   community	   in	   areas	   undergoing	  
economic	  restructuring	  and	  regeneration.”	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  The	  project	  was	  conducted	  between	  
the	  1st	  of	  April	  2008	   to	   the	  31st	  of	  April	  2011	  by	  Prof.	  Tarik	  Sengul	  of	   the	  Technical	  University,	  
Turkey	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   The	   core	   purpose	   of	   this	   project	   was	   to	   assess	   the	   construction	   and	  
developments	  of	  European	  cultural	  identities	  and	  European	  identities,	  which	  are	  based	  on	  history	  
in	  a	  precise	  professional	  context	  with	  a	  separate	  ‘regional	  base’	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  SPHERE	  examines	  
the	  development	  of	  financial	  restructuring	  in	  Europe	  and	  its	  consequences	  on	  workplaces,	  families	  
and	   localities.	   The	   project	   examines	   how	   these	   restructures	   influence	   collective	   and	   individual	  
identities	  and	  traditions	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  Moreover,	  this	  was	  assessed	  in	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  
effects	  of	   collective	   	  national	   	   organisations	   in	   the	   renewal	  process	  or	  preservation	  of	  historical	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identities	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   SPHERE	   conducted	   six	   regional	   case	   studies	   that	   are	   going	   through	  
restructuring,	   because	   their	   traditional	   industries	   are	   decreasing	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   These	  
considerations	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   the	   assessment	   of	   the	   largest	   European	   economies,	   such	   as:	   the	  
three	  coal-­‐mining	  areas	   in	  Turkey,	  Britain	  and	  Poland	  and	   the	   three	  manufacturing	  areas	  within	  
Germany,	   France	   and	   Spain	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   Thereby,	   its	   addressed	   that	   the	   aforementioned	  
largest	   economies	   of	   Europe	   have	   experienced	   socio-­‐economic	   changes,	   and	   analyses	   the	  
problematic	  relations	  between	  the	  changes	  and	  their	  challenges	  in	  terms	  of	  cultural	  identities	  and	  
practices	   (SENGUL,	  2012).	   It	   illustrates	  both	   socio-­‐economic	   changes	  and	   challenges	   in	   terms	  of	  
cultural	  identities	  and	  practices,	  demonstrating	  identity	  referencing	  discourse	  associated	  with	  the	  
problems	  and	  challenges	  that	  Europe	  experiences	  and	  the	  problems	  of	  the	  cultural	  and	  collective	  
European	  identity	  that	  is	  not	  consistent	  to	  construct	  a	  collective	  EU	  identity.	   
It	   is	   crucial	   to	   clarify	   that	   SPHERE	   focuses	   on	   cultural	   and	   European	   identity,	   rather	   than	   EUO	  
identity,	   since	  the	  research	  touches	   the	  conversion	  of	  older	   industries	   to	  new	  ones	  and	  thereby	  
focuses	   on	   their	   impacts	   over	   cultural	   identities	   on	   a	   national	   level,	   which	   is	   related	   to	   class,	  
gender	   and	   work	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   Additionally,	   SPHERE	   focuses	   on	   how	   the	   EU’s	   criteria	  
concerning	   the	   restructuring	   of	   national	   industries	   affected	   the	   citizens’	   sense	   of	   belonging	  
(SENGUL,	  2012). 
It’s	   stated	   in	   the	   project,	   that	   due	   to	   deep	   economic	   restructuring	   and	   transformations,	   which	  
affected	   the	   cultures	   over	   time,	   the	   concepts	   of	   European	   identity	   and	   cultural	   identity	   appear	  
stronger	  on	  a	  national	  level	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  This	  shows	  the	  central	  feature	  of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity,	  
since	  it’s	  connected	  with	  acquiring	  knowledge	  about	  who	  Europe	  is,	  was	  and	  will	  be	  in	  the	  future,	  
through	  experiencing	  changes	  and	  socio-­‐economic	  transformations	  and	  how	  Europe	  and	  the	  EU	  is	  
portrayed	  after	  all	  these	  developments	  and	  experiences	  and	  how	  such	  changes	  guide	  the	  EU	  to	  an	  
organisational	  identity.	  Through	  SPHERE,	  the	  EU	  has	  paid	  remarkable	  considerations	  to	  the	  social	  
and	  financial	  transformations	  of	  the	  member	  states	  and	  Turkey	  (SENGUL,	  2012). 
“SPHERE	   explored	   themes	   of	   identity	   and	   belonging:	   how	   do	   such	   alignments	   and	   affiliations	  
survive	   (or	   not)	   the	   socio-­‐economic	   changes	   that	   accompany	   restructuring	   and	   the	   broader	  
political	   and	   demographic	   remodelling	   of	   Europe’s	   cultural	   landscapes”	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   This	  
concerns	   the	   understanding	   of	   how	   the	   socio-­‐economic	   changes	   on	   a	   national	   	   level	   affect	   the	  
relationship	  of	  Europe	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  The	  project	  also	  examines	  the	  circumstances	  under	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which	  new	   community,	   occupational,	   national	   and	   European	   identities	   emerge	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	  
This	  illustrates	  that	  all	  such	  transitions	  affects	  the	  EU,	  which	  generates	  the	  sense	  of	  belonging	  to	  
Europe.	  All	  the	  mentioned	  changes,	  transformations	  and	  challenges	  contribute	  to	  the	  choices	  and	  
strategies	   that	   the	   EU	   considers	   when	   constructing	   a	   EUO	   identity.	   In	   addition,	   it	   shows	   the	  
operational	   validity	   standard	   since	   it	   sheds	   light	   upon	   the	   EU	   organisational	   identity	   in	   the	  
framework	   of	   the	   different	   transformations	   and	   changes	   that	   occurred	   in	   the	   past,	   the	   present	  
and	   the	   future,	   as	  well	   as	   seeks	   to	   analyse	   the	   consistency	   of	   these	   changes	   that	   occur	  within	  
Europe	   and	   European	   Union.	   Furthermore,	   it	   is	   examined	   in	   the	   project	   how	   the	   organisation	  
functions,	   despite	   of	   both	   old	   identities	   and	   new	   emerging	   identities	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   The	   old	  
identities	   refer	   to	   the	   ‘old’	  Western-­‐European	  member	   states,	   and	   the	  new	  emerging	   identities	  
refer	  to	  the	  newest	  member	  states	  from	  the	  Eastern-­‐European	  block.	  This	  creates	  a	  fundament	  for	  
the	   EUO	   identity	   to	   derive	   around	   diversity,	   as	   showed	   in	   the	   EU	   motto,	   contributing	   to	   a	  
collective	  sense	  of	  the	  ideational	  identity	  component	  in	  the	  EUO	  identity.	   
Through	   the	   project,	   it’s	   stated	   that	   new	   industries	   were	   introduced	   by	   regional	   regeneration	  
projects	  and	  attempted	  to	  generate	  new	  cultural	  economic	  settings	  and	  analysed	  the	  impacts	  of	  
the	  EU,	  when	  identifying	  and	  understanding	  the	  sense	  of	  belonging	  of	  people	  and	  place,	  as	  well	  as	  
the	   changes	   within	   historic	   regional	   and	   cultural	   identities	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   This	   shows	   both	  
analytical	   validity	   standard	   and	   historical	   frame	   referencing,	   since	   the	   analysis	   is	   linked	   to	  
numerous	   cultural	   practices	   and	   historical	   changes	   that	   have	   influenced	   and	   will	   continue	   to	  
influence	  the	  construction	  of	  European	   identity.	  The	  project	  states	   that	  cultural	  diversity	  among	  
national	   political	   histories	  must	   be	   taken	   into	   consideration,	   in	   order	   to	   conduct	   a	   comparative	  
study	   of	   industrial	   cultures	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   The	   studies	   of	   cultural	   and	   historical	   differences	   in	  
different	   regions	   of	   Europe	   supports	   to	   accomplish	   diverse	   European	   identity	   based	  on	   cultural	  
and	  historical	  differences	  within	  Europe,	  generating	  a	  sense	  of	  belongingness	  from	  within	  all	  parts	  
of	  Europe.	  This	  illustrates	  historical	  frame	  referencing	  and	  legitimate	  identity	  referencing	  discourse	  
in	  the	  functional	  definitional	  standard	  that	  legitimises	  the	  expansion	  of	  member	  states	  to	  form	  a	  
collective	  identity,	  involving	  both	  old	  and	  new	  characteristics	  from	  all	  member	  states,	  contributing	  
to	  the	  legitimate	  angle	  of	  forming	  solidarity	  and	  collective	  identity. 
Through	   the	   analysis	   of	   SPHERE,	   it’s	   demonstrated	   that	   there	   are	   various	   socio-­‐economic	  
transformations,	   challenges	   and	   obstacles	   within	   mentioned	   largest	   economies	   of	   Europe	   and	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thereby	   its	  problematic	   for	   the	  EU	   to	   construct	  an	  EU	  organisational	   identity.	   The	   regional	   case	  
studies	  show	  that	  there	  are	  different	  conditions	  in	  different	  states	  and	  all	  the	  member	  states	  are	  
affected	  differently	  by	   these	   transformations	  and	  challenges.	  This	   influences	  how	  each	  member	  
state	  defines	  the	  changes	  and	  relates	  culturally	  and	  structurally	  with	  the	  EU.	  	  SPHERE	  will	  continue	  
to	   investigate	  what	  new	  identities	  have	  developed	  and	  whether	  or	  not	  these	  new	  behaviours	  of	  
being	  and	  belonging	  will	  guide	  Europe	  to	  build	  a	  sense	  of	  being	  ‘European”	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  The	  
EU	   will	   continue	   to	   contribute	   financially	   to	   SPHERE	   in	   order	   to	   find	   an	   opportunity	   for	  
constructing	  EUO	  identity. 
The	  RECON	  Project	  
RECON	  (Reconstituting	  Democracy	  in	  Europe)	  was	  conducted	  by	  Prof.	  Erik	  Eriksen	  of	  the	  University	  
of	   Oslo,	   Norway,	   from	   the	   1st	   of	   January,	   2007	   to	   the	   31st	   of	   January,	   2011	   with	   a	   financial	  
contribution	   of	   5,000,000	   EUROS.	   The	   project	   was	   developed	   with	   the	   aim	   of	   informing	   and	  
understanding	   the	   interrelations	   among	   democracies,	   European	   integration	   and	   collective	  
identities	   (Eriksen,	  2012).	  RECON	  aimed	   to	  uncover	  approaches	  of	   strengthening	   the	  democracy	  
within	   the	   EU’s	   departments	   to	   resolve	   insufficiencies,	   concerning	   the	   implementations	   of	  
democratic	  principles,	  and	  discover	  a	  way	  of	  collective	  identity	  formation	  during	  the	  expansion	  of	  
the	  EU,	  along	  with	   the	   focus	  on	  comparing	   the	  new	  and	  old	  member	   states	  within	  EU	   (Eriksen,	  
2012).	   It	   is	   stated	   in	   RECON,	   that	   in	   spite	   of	   the	   nonexistence	   of	   one	   “European	   people”	   it	   is	  
possible	   to	   achieve	   a	   collective	   European	   identity	   (Eriksen,	   2012).	   RECON	   highlights	   that	   the	  
legitimacy	  of	  democracy	   is	   based	  on	  a	   shared	  and	   collective	   “will	   of	   the	  members	  of	   a	  political	  
community”	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  This	  highlights	  that	  for	  the	  EU	  to	  construct	  a	  collective	  identity	  during	  
the	   enlargement	   of	   member	   states	   and	   human	   rights,	   it	   is	   required	   to	   further	   strengthen	   the	  
principles	  of	  democracy	  within	  the	  departments	  of	  the	  EU.	  This	  also	  illustrates	  that	  democracy	  is	  
rooted	  on	  the	  collective	  will	  of	  political	  members	  of	   the	  communities	  and	  ultimately	   the	  shared	  
will	  of	  citizens	  will	  generate	  EUO	  identity.	  	   
The	  research	  is	  done	  based	  on	  the	  question	  “(…)	  how	  much	  trust	  is	  needed	  to	  establish	  democracy	  
as	  a	  means	  of	  collective	  will	   formation	  at	   the	  various	   levels	  of	  governance	  of	   the	  compound	  EU	  
polity”	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  This	  underwrites	  the	  central	  feature	  of	  the	  definitional	  identity	  component	  
of	  the	  EUO	  identity,	  defined	  through	  the	  EU	  citizens	  in	  regards	  to	  their	  own	  identity	  and	  how	  trust	  
is	  needed	  from	  the	  citizens	  of	  member	  states	  to	  establish	  democracy	  within	  institutions	  of	  the	  EU	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to	   achieve	   an	   EUO	   identity.	   Additionally,	   RECON	   focuses	   on	   the	   possibilities	   to	   accomplish	   a	  
collective	   European	   identity,	   addressing	   viewpoints	   of	   the	   civil	   society	   for	   strengthening	  
democracy	  within	  the	  departments	  of	  the	  EU	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	   In	  doing	  so,	  new	  approaches	  were	  
established	   through	   RECON,	   in	   order	   to	   look	   into	   the	   challenges	   and	   problematics	   that	   the	  
democratic	  organization	  that	  are	  faced	  by	  societies	  that	  are	  emerging	   in	  Europe	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  
Furthermore,	   it	   is	   described	   in	   RECON	   that	   the	   sense	   of	   European	   collective	   identity	   can	   be	  
developed	  by	  working	  with	  an	  organisation	  or	  social	  movement,	  which	  has	  got	  shared	  values	  and	  
goals,	   such	   as	   civil	   society	   organisations	   (CSOs)	   and	   non-­‐governmental	   organisations	   (NGOs)	  
(Eriksen,	  2012),	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  working	  together	  with	  others	  leads	  to	  some	  extent	  “taking	  the	  
perspective	  of	  the	  other”	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  Thereby,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  promote	  a	  more	  equal	  society	  
and	   collective	   identities	   or	   a	   sense	   of	   being	   ‘European’.	   This	   shows	   an	   ideational	   identity	  
component	  of	  EU	  identity,	  underlining	  that	  the	  EUO	  identity	  is	  constructed	  through	  shared	  values	  
and	  goals	  between	  the	  member	  states	  and	  the	  EU.	  This	  can	  strategically	  help	  the	  EU	  in	  terms	  of	  
policies	   and	   decision-­‐making	   processes	   for	   constructing	   an	   EU	   organisational	   identity,	   since	  
citizens	  of	  Europe	  and	  the	  organisations	  are	  united	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  common	  values	  and	  goals.	   
The	  project	  reconnoitered	  that	  the	  national	  identification	  within	  Europe	  is	  reshaped	  by	  European	  
identification	  and	  the	  young	  generation	  within	  Europe	  shows	  more	  willingness	  towards	  a	  “broad	  
and	   inclusive	   identity”	   (Eriksen,	   2012).	   This	   clearly	   designates	   a	   “move	   towards	   a	   European	  
collective	   identity”	   (Eriksen,	   2012).	   Henceforth,	   the	   identity	   referent	   application	   is	   shown	  
concerning	   the	   perception	   of	   the	   young	   generation	   in	   reference	   to	   collectiveness	   and	   being	  
‘European	   people”	  which	   can	   assist	   in	   the	   construction	   of	   EU	   organisational	   identity,	   since	   the	  
young	  part	  of	  the	  EU	  society	  feel	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging	  to	  the	  EU.	  RECON	  found	  that	  the	  changes	  
within	   culture	   and	   structure	   of	   Eastern	   and	   Central	   Europe	   and	   in	   Turkey	   are	   thoroughly	  
associated	  to	  “values	  identified	  by	  ‘European’”	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  This	  illustrates	  that	  in	  order	  for	  the	  
eastern	  and	  western	  Europe	  and	  Turkey	  to	  integrate	  it	  is	  required	  to	  change	  their	  structures	  and	  
cultures	   according	   to	   the	   values	   and	   norms	   which	   are	   set	   by	   the	   EU,	   e.g.	   following	   the	  
Copenhagen	   Criteria.	   This	   can	   be	   considered	   as	   identity	   referent	   applications	   of	   the	   structural	  
definitional	   standard	   of	   the	   EU	   in	   order	   to	   create	   a	   sense	   of	   belonging,	   which	   can	   ultimately	  
generate	  a	  collective	  EUO	  identity. 
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Three	   models	   were	   developed	   in	   the	   project	   to	   solve	   the	   European	   challenges	   that	   current	  
democracies	  are	  facing	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  The	  project	  addresses	  the	  issues	  that	  Europe	  is	  currently	  
facing	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   different	   democratic	   regimes,	   where	   the	   objective	   is	   to	   strengthen	  
democracy	  and	  overcome	  the	  insufficiencies	  in	  EU	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	   
The	  following	  three	  models	  of	  RECON	  symbolise	  conceivable	  solution	  to	  those	  challenges,	  which	  
Europe	   is	   facing.	   Firstly,	   the	   Audit	   democracy	  Model	   addresses	   democracy	   connected	  with	   the	  
nation-­‐state,	  where	   trust	   and	   solidarity	   can	   be	   brought	   up	   from	   the	   national	   level.	   In	   addition,	  
certain	  tasks	  are	  given	  to	  the	  EU,	  thus	  the	  EU	  becomes	  accountable	  for	  its	  member	  states	  as	  well	  
as	   the	   organisational	   operations	   of	   the	   EU	   are	   authorized	   and	   restrained	   by	   member	   states	  
(Eriksen,	  2012).	  This	  contributes	  to	  categorical	  imperatives	  in	  the	  functional	  definitional	  standard	  
of	   the	   EU,	   where	   it	   addresses	   the	   issues	   of	   accountability	   and	   legitimacy	   within	   the	   EU	   and	  
Europe.	  Consequently,	  the	  EU	  is	  held	  accountable	  for	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  members’	  states.	  Thereby,	  
one	   can	   see	   that	   under	   Audit	   democracy	   Model,	   the	   European	   collective	   identity	   can	   be	  
constructed	   from	   nation	   level.	   Secondly,	   the	  Multinational	   federal	   democracy	  model	   presented	  
related	   to	   EU	   as	   a	  multinational	   federal	   state,	   which	   is	   based	   on	   common	   values	   and	   shared	  
identity	   between	   European	   citizens.	   At	   this	   level	   the	   decision	   making	   and	   the	   legislation	   are	  
legitimate	   along	  with	   the	   collective	   identity	   and	   democratic	   processes	   (Eriksen,	   2012).	   This	   can	  
therefore	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  ideational	  component	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity,	  since	  all	  the	  citizens	  and	  
member	  states	  are	  united	  through	  common	  and	  shared	  values.	  This	  will	  lead	  the	  European	  citizens	  
to	  a	  more	  unified	  and	  collective	  European	  identity.	  Thirdly,	  the	  Post-­‐national	  democracy	  model	  is	  
linked	  with	  a	  subsystem	  of	  the	  EU	  with	  a	  bigger	  cosmopolitan	  system,	  in	  which	  the	  sovereignty	  of	  
state	  is	  replaced	  by	  the	  sovereignty	  of	  citizens.	  The	  democratic	  rule	  in	  such	  a	  model	  is	  constructed	  
in	   a	   multilevel	   structure	   of	   government	   (Eriksen,	   2012).	   It	   is	   observable	   that	   through	   this	  
alternative	  solution	  the	  voices	  of	  the	  citizens	  within	  Europe	  are	  more	  valued	  and	  important	  in	  the	  
EU	  than	  the	  sovereign	  states	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  This	  shows	  the	  identity	  referent	  application,	  since	  the	  
whole	   system	   of	   policy	   and	   decision	   making	   are	   changed	   and	   by	   going	   through	   all	   the	  
aforementioned	  models	  it	  indicates	  the	  Legitimate	  identity-­‐referencing	  discourse	  of	  the	  structural	  
definitional	   standard,	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   challenges	   of	   today’s	   democracies	   in	   the	   Europe.	   These	  
models	  are	  utilized	  to	  solve	  the	  democratic	  challenges.	  The	  core	  focus	  is	  on	  the	  strategic	  solutions	  
to	  these	  challenges	  and	  to	  obtain	  the	  opportunities	  for	  constructing	  EUO	  identity.	  RECON	  explicitly	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illustrated	   that	   there	   are	   various	   challenges	   that	   the	   current	   democracies	   are	   facing	   within	  
Europe,	   due	   to	   different	   conditions	   in	   different	   political	   communities	   in	   Europe,	  where	   various	  
understandings	   and	   identification	  with	   Europe	   and	   EU	   are	   given	   (Eriksen,	   2012).	   It	   is	   shown	   in	  
RECON	  that	   the	  EU	   is	  moving	   from	  Audit	  democracy	   to	  Post-­‐	  national	  democracy	   in	  some	  cases	  
from	  nation-­‐state	  to	  the	  citizen’s	  common	  values	  and	  goals	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  Henceforth,	  one	  can	  
see	   that	   solidarity	  and	   trust	  of	   the	  EU	  civil	   society	   can	   construct	  a	  unified	  EUO	   identity	  as	   seen	  
with	   the	   young	   generation.	   The	   identity	   reference	   application	   is	   illustrated	   through	   the	   cultural	  
and	  structural	  changes,	  in	  both	  eastern	  and	  central	  Europe	  and	  in	  Turkey,	  concerning	  the	  fact	  that	  
these	   changes	  will	   lead	   to	   an	   EUO	   identity.	  Despite	   the	   fact	   that	   Europe	  has	   transformed	   from	  
independent	   nation-­‐states	   and	   the	   EU	   has	   incorporated	   the	   procedures	   and	   principles	   of	  
democracy,	   it	   has	   not	   been	   associated	   with	   the	   practice	   of	   democracy	   in	   order	   to	   acquire	  
solidarity	  and	  the	  trust	  of	  citizens	  for	  constructing	  a	  collective	  identity	  so	  far	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  This	  
illustrates	  that	  there	  are	  barriers	  within	  the	  EU	  institutions	  in	  practicing	  the	  democratic	  principles	  
in	  order	  to	  acquire	  solidarity	  and	  thereby	  construct	  EU’s	  organisational	  identity. 
The	  IME	  Project	  
The	   project	   stands	   for	   ‘Identities	   and	   Modernities	   in	   Europe:	   European	   and	   National	   Identity	  
Construction	  Programmes,	  Politics,	  Culture,	  History	  and	  Religion’	  (IME)	  was	  conducted	  from	  2009-­‐
2012	  by	  a	  collaboration	  between	  European	  universities	  in	  order	  to	  answer	  the	  question	  ‘Who	  are	  
we	   as	   Europeans?’	   by	   conducting	   case	   studies	   in	   Bulgaria,	   Croatia,	   Finland,	   France,	   Germany,	  
Greece,	   Hungary,	   Turkey	   and	   the	   United	   Kingdom	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   To	   answer	   this	   question	   the	  
project	  focused	  on	  three	  main	  perspectives,	  firstly	  defining	  what	  European	  identities	  are,	  secondly	  
understanding	   how	   they	   have	   been	   constructed	   and	   thirdly	   understanding	   which	   directions	  
European	  identities	  are	  forming	  in	  the	  future	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  The	  research	  was	  based	  on	  the	  theory	  
of	  multiple	  modernities	   involving	  how	  society	   is	   fluid	  and	  ever-­‐changing,	   creating	  vulnerabilities	  
concerning	   identity	  and	   identification,	  which	   creates	  different	  ways	  of	  defining	   ‘modernity’	   that	  
contributes	  to	  the	  way	  of	  defining	  what	  ‘Europe’	  involves	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	   
IME	  was	   conducted	   in	   order	   to	   understand	   the	   processes	   of	   identification	  with	   Europe	   on	   the	  
nation-­‐state	   level	   and	   local	   level	  of	  each	  case	  of	  nation-­‐states	   to	  gain	  an	  understanding	  of	  how	  
European	  identity	  is	  defined	  in	  “different	  societal,	  cultural,	  and	  systematic	  settings”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  
Furthermore,	   IME	  aimed	   to	   “...identify	   commonalities	   among	  diverse	   European	   identities	   in	   the	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nine	   cases	   as	   the	   basis	   of	   grounded	   projection	   of	   possible	   trajectories	   European	   identities	  may	  
take	  as	  the	  processes	  of	  European	  integration	  continue”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  way	  
to	  understand	  how	  nation-­‐states	  and	  citizens	  define	  the	  CED	  features	  and	  identity	  components	  of	  
the	  EU	  identity	  in	  reference	  to	  their	  own	  state	  and	  national	  identity.	  Thereby	  the	  IME	  project	  was	  
reviewed	  in	  order	  for	  the	  EU	  to	  understand	  the	  diverse	  identifications	  of	  European	  identity	  to	  find	  
similarities	  in	  the	  self-­‐definitions	  that	  can	  support	  the	  EU’s	  policies	  and	  choices	  in	  reference	  to	  the	  
EUO’s	  identity	  on	  a	  national	  level.	   
It	  is	  important	  to	  verify	  that	  IME	  focuses	  on	  European	  identities	  and	  not	  EU	  identities,	  because	  of	  
the	  global	  developments	   that	   influence	   the	  EU	  as	  an	  actor,	  where	   the	   sense	  of	  being	  European	  
was	  more	  relevant	  for	  the	  project	  than	  a	  sense	  of	  being	  a	  EU	  citizen	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  This	  can	  also	  be	  
seen	  as	  a	  reason	  for	  IME	  to	  have	  Turkey	  as	  a	  case	  as	  well,	  since	  Turkey	  is	  a	  considerate	  partner	  for	  
the	  EU	  and	  the	  nation-­‐state	  has	  interest	  in	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  EU.	  Furthermore,	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  
organisation	  is	  a	  symbol	  of	  Europe;	  thereby	  European	  identities	  were	  relevant	  to	  investigate.	  The	  
IME	  shows	  different	  historical	  and	  global	  changes	  that	  have	  influenced	  and	  further	  influence	  the	  
definition	  of	  European	  identity.	  IME	  explains	  as	  a	  main	  point	  of	  the	  project	  that	  “When	  discussing	  
‘Europe’,	  anxiety	  over	  the	  rise	  of	  neo-­‐liberalism	  described	  as	   ‘globalisation’	  or	   ‘	  Americanisation’	  
often	  surfaces”	  (Ichijo,	  2012),	  which	  explains	  the	  relevant	  concern	  of	  answering	  the	  question	  ‘who	  
are	  we	  as	  Europeans?’	  in	  a	  political	  as	  well	  as	  a	  social	  arena	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  This	  development	  in	  the	  
global	  arena,	  where	  globalisation	  has	  both	  positive	  and	  negative	  outcomes,	  creates	  an	  uncertainty	  
within	  both	  the	  EU	  as	  an	  organisation,	  but	  also	  for	  each	  member	  state	  and	  citizens.	  Neo-­‐liberalism	  
or	  globalisation	  can	  thereby	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  identity-­‐referencing	  threat	  since	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  EU	  
develops	   hand	   in	   hand	  with	   global	   changes,	  which	   creates	   circumstances	   for	   the	   EU	   to	   change	  
organisational	  strategies	  when	  conducting	  and	  EUO	  identity. 
Through	  IME	  it	  was	  illustrated	  that	  “European	  identities	  exist.	  But	  they	  are	  dynamic	  and	  fluid,	  and	  
fundamentally	  diverse”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  This	  shows	  that	  there	  are	  different	  interpretations	  and	  ways	  
of	   applying	   a	   European	   identity	   depending	   on	   historical,	   structural,	   societal	   and	   cultural	  
circumstances	  within	  each	  member	   state,	  where	   the	   self-­‐definitions	  of	   European	   identity	   varies	  
and	  evolves	  through	  global	  changes	  and	  developments	  such	  as	  globalisation.	  	   
The	  main	  conclusion	  for	  IME	  was	  that	  there	  is	  "...no	  single	  hegemonic	  European	  identity	  that	  could	  
be	   defined,	   for	   European	   identities	   were	   found	   to	   be	   highly	   dynamic	   and	   fluid.”	   (Ichijo,2012).	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Therefore,	   the	  project	   focused	  on	  understanding	  the	  various	  European	   identities,	  which	  “...were	  
diverse,	   because	   ‘Europe’	   occupies	   different	   places	   in	   people’s	   lives	   and	   because	   people’s	  
experience	  of	  ‘Europe’	  are	  diverse”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  This	  conclusion	  shows	  as	  mentioned	  above	  that	  
there	  are	  various	  circumstances	  that	  influence	  both	  a	  nation-­‐state’s	  and	  a	  citizen’s	  understanding	  
of	  what	  European	  identity	  involves,	  depending	  on	  their	  interpretation	  of	  Europe.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  
as	  though	  there	   is	  a	   identity	  referent	   incongruence	  on	  a	  national	  and	  national	   level	  of	  Europe	  of	  
what	   European	   identity	   is,	   since	   the	   different	   and	   constantly	   evolving	   circumstances	   lead	   to	  
different	  interpretations	  in	  each	  nation-­‐state. 
Another	   contributing	   circumstance	   explained	   in	   IME	   for	   the	   multiple	   definitions	   of	   European	  
identities	   is	   the	   expansion	   of	   the	   EU	   concerning	   member	   states,	   “There	   is	   a	   real	   crisis	   of	  
governance	  in	  the	  EU	  with	  the	  dramatic	  and	  successful	  expansion	  of	  its	  membership,	  which,	  some	  
fear,	  could	  lead	  to	  further	  alienation	  of	  the	  citizens”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  This	  shows	  how	  the	  historical	  
developments	  the	  EU	  has	  achieved	  such	  as	  expansion	  of	  member	  states,	  creations	  of	  human	  rights	  
and	  cultural	  institutions	  and	  more	  influence	  in	  the	  governance	  of	  the	  member	  states	  has	  produced	  
uncertainty	  concerning	  the	  ideational	  identity	  component	  of	  what	  the	  EU	  is	  and	  what	  it	  consists	  of	  
for	  the	  EU	  citizens,	  which	  creates	  diverse	  meanings	  of	  the	  European	  identity. 
The	   project	   explains	   “The	   diversity	   of	   European	   identities	   can	   be	   explained	   by	   one	   of	   or	   a	  
combination	   of	   following	   dimensions:	   the	   type	   of	   state;	   dominant	   religious	   heritage;	   material	  
development;	   and	  geopolitical	  historical	   legacies”	   (Ichijo,	  2012),	  which	   is	   illustrated	   through	   the	  
outcomes	  of	  the	  case	  studies.	  There	  were	  various	  ways	  of	  which	  a	  European	  state	  uses	  Europe	  and	  
the	   EU	   as	   a	   contribution	   to	   the	   national	   identity.	   Particularly	   the	   UK,	   Germany,	   France,	   and	  
Bulgaria	  had	  distinctive	  differences.	   
In	  the	  case	  of	  Bulgaria,	  being	  a	  non	  EU	  state,	  the	  terms	  ‘Europe’	  and	  ‘Europeanness’	  was	  generally	  
used	  in	  the	  public	  discourse	  as	  a	  way	  of	  modernisation	  “...to	  bring	  the	  Bulgarian	  nation	  and	  state	  
to	  the	  modern	  world”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  Thereby	  European	  identity	  had	  positive	  connotations	  for	  the	  
Bulgarian	  citizens.	  These	  positive	  understandings	  of	  both	   the	  EU	  and	   ‘European’	  were	  also	   seen	  
from	  a	  Bulgarian	  state	  level	  as	  “synonyms	  for	  ‘modern’”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  all	  though	  there	  are	  religio-­‐
ethnic	  diversities	  and	  the	  socio-­‐economic	  disparities	  that	  generate	  difficulties	  when	  incorporating	  
European	  identities	  in	  the	  society	  from	  a	  state	  level. 
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In	  cases	  such	  as	  France	  and	  the	  UK,	  being	  strong	  members	  of	  the	  EU	  different	  perspectives	  were	  
illustrated.	  In	  France	  “Governing	  elites	  used	  European	  integration	  as	  a	  mean	  for	  preserving	  French	  
power	  in	  the	  world”	  (Ichijo,	  2012),	  where	  from	  a	  state	  level	  Europe	  “was	  associated	  to	  values	  such	  
as	   peace,	   democracy	   and	   human	   rights	   too,	   but	   in	   a	   limited	   manner	   compared	   to	   the	   French	  
nation”	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   This	   explains	   that	   even	   though	   France	   is	   a	   founding	  member	   of	   the	   EU,	  
European	   identity	   is	   only	   referred	   to	   for	   national	   interests	   and	   not	   for	   the	   purpose	   of	  
strengthening	  a	  sense	  of	  Europeanness	  in	  the	  member	  state.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  the	  UK	  “‘Europe’	  rarely	  
featured	   in	   the	   British	   public	   discourse”	   (Ichijo,	   2012),	   where	   the	   lack	   of	   this	   generated	   an	  
insecurity	   and	   self-­‐reflexivity	   of	   whether	   the	   UK	   was	   “...modern	   in	   the	   same	   sense	   as	   other	  
European	  countries”	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  Furthermore	  the	  research	  showed	  that	  “...both	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  
British	   state	   as	   actors	   deliberately	   gave	   a	   low	   profile	   to	   ‘Europe’	   as	   the	   European	   Union	  
recognising	   the	   strength	  of	   Euroscepticism	   in	   the	  UK”	   (Ichijo,	   2012),	   showing	   that	   both	   societal	  
and	  structural	  circumstances	  within	  the	  UK	  	  create	  boundaries	  for	  European	  identities	  to	  prosper.	   
Germany	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   also	   a	   founding	   member	   of	   the	   EU,	   showed	   “German	   national	  
identity	   was	   increasingly	   articulated	   as	   German	   European	   identity”	   (Ichijo,	   2012),	   creating	   a	  
transnational	  orientation	  of	   identity	  and	   identification	   in	  the	  public	  discourse	  (Ichijo,	  2012),	  as	  a	  
huge	   contrast	   to	   e.g.	   the	   case	   of	   France.	   This	   was	   also	   illustrated	   on	   a	   state	   level,	   where	   the	  
German	  government	  uses	  the	  identification	  with	  Europe	  as	  a	  central	  aspect	  to	  generate	  a	  positive	  
atmosphere	   concerning	   religious	   freedom	   in	   the	   member	   states	   to	   protect	   religio-­‐ethnic	  
minorities	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	   
The	  analysis	  of	  the	  IME	  project	  gives	  an	  illustration	  of	  the	  different	  layers	  and	  challenges	  the	  EU	  
faces	  concerning	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  EUO	  identity,	  since	  there	  are	  diverse	  circumstances	  within	  
each	  member	  state	  and	  society	  that	  give	  different	  interpretations	  and	  identifications	  with	  the	  EU	  
and	   Europe.	   The	   examples	   of	   the	   case	   findings	   shows	   an	   identity	   referencing	   incongruence	   in	  
terms	   of	   defining	   and	   incorporating	   European	   identities	   in	   European	   states,	   depending	   on	   the	  
state’s	   own	   cultural	   and	   structural	   circumstances	   and	   their	   relationship	   to	   Europe	   and	   the	   EU.	  
European	   identities	  and	  European	   identification	   thereby	  “becomes	  either	  a	   reference	  point	  or	  a	  
point	  of	  contestation”	  (Ichijo,	  2012)	  seen	  in	  e.g.	  Germany	  as	  a	  positive	  reference	  that	  helps	  both	  
nation-­‐state	  and	  citizens	  and	  the	  UK	  as	  a	  point	  of	  insecurity	  and	  scepticism.	  This	  shows	  that	  the	  EU	  
cannot	  generate	  a	  hegemonic	  identity,	  but	  instead	  value	  the	  diverse	  structural	  circumstances	  that	  
 Page 34 of 58 
create	  various	  identities	  when	  constructing	  an	  EUO	  identity,	  since	  the	  EU	  is	  a	  hybrid	  organisation	  
involving	   both	   European	   and	   national	   identities	   and	   structures	   that	   influence	   the	   EU	   as	   an	  
organisation	  and	  thereby	  the	  EUO’s	  identity. 
Sub-­‐Conclusion	  
The	  analysis	  of	  both	  the	  symbols	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  policy	  review	  from	  the	  European	  Commission	  
applying	   the	  OI	   theory	  has	   led	   to	   the	   conclusion	   that	   there	   are	   various	   aspects	   both	  politically,	  
socio-­‐economically	   and	   culturally	   that	   create	   challenges	   for	   the	   EU	   when	   constructing	   an	  
organisational	   identity.	   The	   analysis	   of	   the	   symbolic	   dimensions	  of	   the	   EU	   shows	   the	   EU’s	   ideal	  
claims	  and	  attributes	  of	  their	  organisational	  identity.	  The	  ideational	  identity	  components	  involves	  
the	   EU	   being	   the	   brotherhood	   of	   Europe,	   as	   referred	   to	   in	   the	   anthem,	   definitional	   identity	  
components	  is	  shown	  through	  the	  EU	  flag	  where	  the	  CED	  features	  of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity	  are	  unity,	  
harmony	  and	  solidarity	  and	  the	  phenomenological	  identity	  component	  involves	  historical	  referents	  
such	   as	   the	   EU	   motto	   and	   the	   EU	   day,	   where	   the	   main	   purpose	   is	   to	   state	   that	   the	   EU’s	  
organisational	   identity	  is	  “United	  in	  Diversity”	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  These	  official	  and	  ideal	   identity	  
components	   shown	   by	   the	   EU	   create	   an	   organisational	   identity	   containing	   all	   member	   states	  
regardless	   of	   differences,	   since	   the	   unity	   comes	   from	   harmony,	   solidarity	   and	   diversity.	   The	  
analysis	  of	   the	  policy	  review	  and	  the	  chosen	  projects	  of	   focus	  shows	  the	  EU’s	  attempts	  to	  apply	  
this	   organisational	   identity.	   The	   RECON	   project	   focused	   on	   constructing	   a	   homogeneous	  
organisational	   identity	  through	  democracy;	  based	  on	  the	  claim	  that	  this	  would	   lead	  to	  trust	  and	  
solidarity	  in	  the	  EU	  society	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  Democracy	  is	  a	  central	  aspect	  of	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  
EU,	  since	  each	  member	  state	  has	  to	  either	  be	  or	  become	  democratic.	  The	  SPHERE	  was	  selected	  to	  
demonstrate	  different	  socio-­‐economic	  transformations,	  changes	  and	  the	  obstacles	  the	  EU	  meets,	  
when	  constructing	  a	  unified	  organisational	  identity,	  showing	  how	  the	  operational	  validity	  standard	  
of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity	  is	  challenged	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  Through	  the	  regional	  case	  studies	  it’s	  shown	  
that	   there	  are	  different	  conditions	  and	  structures	   in	  each	  member	  state,	   creating	  each	  member	  
state	   to	   be	   affected	  differently	   concerning	   the	   socio-­‐economic	   restructures	   of	   the	   EU	   (SENGUL,	  
2012),	   which	   thereby	   creates	   differences	   concerning	   EU	   identity	   in	   each	   member	   state.	   This	  
contradicts	   the	   ideal	   EUO	   identity	   e.g.	   seen	   in	   the	   EU	   motto:	   “United	   in	   Diversity”	   since	   the	  
‘realistic’	  organisational	  identity	  of	  the	  EU	  involving	  the	  EU	  society	  as	  well,	   is	  challenged	  to	  unite	  
through	   diversity	   since	   every	   member	   state	   is	   affected	   differently	   and	   thereby	   has	   different	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fundamentals	  for	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity.	  Through	  the	  analysis	  of	  RECON	  using	  the	  OI	  
theory,	   it	   was	   illustrated	   that	   the	   EU	   has	   a	   democratic	   structure,	   but	   the	   democratic	   identity	  
referent	  applications	  are	   challenged,	   since	   the	  EU	   society	   is	  not	   in	   touch	  with	   these	  democratic	  
values.	   The	  democratic	   structure	  of	   the	  organisation	  and	  every	  member	   state	  being	  democratic	  
shows	   the	   importance	   of	   democracy	   in	   the	   EUO’s	   identity,	   but	   the	   implementation	   of	   the	  
democratic	  principles	  and	  values	  have	  been	  challenged	   in	   the	  EU	  society	  because	  each	  member	  
state	   inhibits	   the	   implementation	   due	   to	   own	   interests.	   This	   shows	   that	   one	   of	   the	   ideal	   CED	  
features	  of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity,	  being	  solidarity,	  is	  challenged	  in	  being	  constructed	  in	  the	  EU	  society	  
due	  to	  national	   interests	  of	  the	  member	  states,	  showing	  that	  the	   ideal	  organisational	   identity	  of	  
the	  EU	  differs	  from	  the	  realistic	  developments	  of	  it	  in	  the	  EU	  society.	  The	  IME	  project	  emphasized	  
the	  challenges	  the	  EU	  faces	  concerning	  the	  EU’s	  society’s	  identification	  with	  Europe	  and	  the	  EU.	  As	  
illustrated	  through	  the	  case	  studies	  of	  the	  project	  both	  governing	  institutions	  and	  societies	  of	  each	  
European	  state	  studied,	  had	  different	  cultural,	  historical	  and	  political	  associations	  to	  Europe	  and	  
the	  EU,	  which	   led	   them	   to	   identify	  with	  Europe	  and	   the	  EU	  differently	   in	   their	  national	   identity	  
(Ichijo,	   2012).	   This	   shows	   that	   some	  member	   states	   view	   the	   EU	   as	   a	  way	   of	   safekeeping	   their	  
cultural	   heritage	   like	   France	   and	   the	   UK,	   where	   countries	   such	   as	   Germany	   and	   Finland	   have	  
incorporated	  Europe	  and	  the	  EU	  in	  their	  national	  identity,	  both	  on	  a	  state	  and	  societal	  level.	  This	  
shows	  that	  each	  member	  states	  has	  different	  approaches	  concerning	  the	  EU	  identity,	  where	  each	  
member	  state	  is	  not	  equally	  interested	  in	  having	  a	  homogeneous	  ideal	  EUO	  identity.	  The	  analysis	  
of	  both	   the	   symbols	  of	   the	  EU	  and	   the	  policy	   review	  has	   led	   to	   the	   conclusion	   that	   the	  EU	   is	   a	  
hybrid	  organisation	  with	  identity	  referent	  incongruence	  since	  the	  ideal	  EUO	  identity	  has	  challenges	  
when	   being	   constructed	   on	   a	   state	   and	   societal	   level.	   Therefore	   the	   EU	   has	   an	   ideal	   goal	  
concerning	  their	  organisational	  identity,	  but	  faces	  challenges	  when	  constructing	  it	  on	  all	  levels.	   
Analysis	  using	  International	  Relations	  Theory	  (IR):	  	  
The	  International	  Relations	  theory	  (IR)	  compliments	  the	  OI	  theory,	  because	  the	  IR	  theory	  examines	  
the	   construction	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity	   from	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	   relational	   standpoint	   of	   the	  
member	  states.	  The	  OI	   theory	  conceptualised	   the	  symbolic	  organisational	   framework	  of	   the	  EU,	  
which	  accesses	   the	   levels	  of	   EUO	   identity	   construction	  at	   the	   societal	   level(s).	   The	   two	   theories	  
therefore	   optimise	   the	   theoretical	   validity	   of	   the	   paper	   with	   the	   top	   to	   bottom	   theoretical	  
assessment	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity.	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In	   the	   application	   of	   the	   IR	   theory,	   the	   member	   states	   will	   be	   analysed	   as	   actors	   in	   the	  
organisation:	  Germany,	  The	  United	  Kingdom	  and	  Poland.	  The	  examination	  of	  the	  member	  states	  
will	   contribute	   to	  an	  understanding	  of	   the	   relationship	  among	   the	  member	   states	  and	  between	  
the	   member	   states	   and	   the	   organisation	   in	   the	   process	   of	   constructing	   an	   EUO	   identity.	  
Furthermore,	   the	   IR	   analysis	   determines	   whether	   or	   not	   the	   member	   states	   are	   actively	  
participating	  in	  the	  deconstruction	  or	  construction	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  from	  the	  standpoint	  of	  the	  
member	  states.	  In	  order	  to	  achieve	  an	  in-­‐depth	  understanding	  of	  the	  EU,	  as	  a	  socio-­‐political	  arena	  
constituted	   by	   member	   states	   and	   conflicting	   interests,	   Germany	   will	   firstly	   be	   analysed	   to	  
understand	   the	   relational	   construction	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity	   and	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	  
member	   state	   and	   the	   organisation.	   The	   analysis	   of	   a	   founding	   member	   state,	   will	   raise	   a	  
fundamental	   question	   of	   whether	   or	   not	   an	   EU	   membership	   is	   beneficial	   to	   Germany.	   The	  
examination	   of	   the	   socio-­‐historical	   sentiments	   of	   Germany	   will	   find	   place	   to	   comprehend	   the	  
duality	  between	  the	  organisational	  and	  national	  identities.	  Germany	  is	  examined,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  
that	   the	  member	   state	   is	   considered	  one	  of	   the	  most	   influential	   actors	  within	   the	  organisation,	  
financially,	  socially	  and	  politically.	  Secondly,	  the	  United	  Kingdom,	  the	  third	  largest	  member	  state	  in	  
the	   EU	   is	   facing	   a	   possible	   Brexit,	   the	   member	   state	   has	   throughout	   their	   membership	   been	  
questioning	   their	  position	   in	   the	  EU	  as	  well	   as	  EU’s	  political	  positioning	   internationally.	  This	  has	  
fostered	   uncertainty	   in	   the	   UK,	   which	   will	   be	   analysed	   to	   provide	   an	   exemplification	   of	   the	  
relations	  between	  the	  “West	  EU	  member	  states”,	  who	  in	  terms	  of	  sovereignty	  are	  at	  a	   junction,	  
since	  the	  member	  state	  has	  an	  ambivalent	  relationship	  to	  the	  organisation	  since	  its	  assertion	  into	  
the	  Union.	  Although,	  the	  UK	  has	  an	  influential	  role	  in	  the	  organisation,	  the	  UK	  also	  has	  absence	  in	  
terms	   of	   its	   devotion	   to	   the	   EU,	   which	   has	   made	   it	   challenging	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
Europeanisation	  process.	  Thirdly,	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  Polish	  assertion	  and	  integration	  of	  2004	  will	  be	  
done,	   to	   understand	   the	   Europeanisation	   processes	   and	   structural	   integration	   of	   the	   member	  
state.	  The	  assertion	  of	  Poland	  is	  linked	  to	  the	  broader	  integration	  of	  the	  following	  post-­‐Communist	  
nation-­‐states	   Poland,	   Slovakia,	   Hungary	   and	   the	   Czech	   Republic.	   This	   interstate	   subjectivity	  
between	  newer-­‐states	   and	   the	  Western	   European	  member	   states,	  who	   share	   a	   different	   socio-­‐
historical	  background	  than	  the	  Western	  European	  member	  states	  will	  be	  examined	  to	  understand	  
the	  relationship	  between	  the	  national	  and	  the	  supranational(s)	  of	  the	  assertion	  process.	  Poland	  is	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the	   largest	   and	   most	   populated	   of	   the	   CEE	   (Central	   Eastern	   European)	   nation-­‐states	   and	   has	  
therefore	  it	  has	  been	  chosen	  as	  a	  representative	  of	  the	  CEE	  nation-­‐states.	   
This	  chapter	  addresses	  the	  member	  states	  from	  a	  national	  level,	  but	  a	  micro-­‐level	  perspective	  will	  
be	  included	  to	  direct	  the	  paper	  towards	  a	  closer	  examination	  of	  the	  three	  member	  states’	  inactive	  
or	  proactive	  inter-­‐subjective	  organisational	  relations.	  The	  three	  representative	  member	  states	  will	  
be	   subjected	   to	   a	   further	   examination,	   in	   order	   to	   delineate	   each	   individual	   member	   state’s	  
political	  accession	  in	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  national	  inter-­‐subjectivity	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity.	  Furthermore,	  
the	  three	  representative	  member	  states	  are	  analysed	  to	  showcase	  the	  multifaceted	  nature	  of	  the	  
EU	   and	   contrasting	   worldviews,	   cosmopolitan	   or	   communitarian,	   of	   the	   member	   states,.	   The	  
different	  worldviews	   of	   the	  member	   states	   are	   analysed,	   in	   order	   to	   understand	   the	   relational	  
sovereignty	  between	  the	  EU’s	  external	  sovereignty	  and	  the	  member	  state’s	   internal	  sovereignty.	  
The	  IR	  theory	  is	  used	  to	  understand	  the	  inter-­‐subjective	  relations	  among	  the	  member	  states	  and	  
between	   the	  member	   states	   and	   the	   EU,	   in	   order	   to	   depict	   the	  political,	   social	   and	   economical	  
standpoints	  they	  seek	  to	  preserve	  in	  terms	  of	  national	  identity	  in	  a	  collective	  EU	  setting.	   
Germany	  	  
The	  Federal	  Republic	  of	  Germany	   is	  known	  to	  be	  an	   important	  constitutional	  and	  organisational	  
member	   state	   by	   other	  member	   states	  with	   Federal	   Chancellor	   Angela	  Merkel	   in	   front	   (Green,	  
2015).	  The	  globalised,	  industrial	  and	  technological	  endeavour	  has	  not	  solely	  generated	  a	  dynamic	  
and	  thriven	  evolvement	  of	  a	  modernised	  Germany	  (Beichelt,	  2013).	  Germany	   is	   in	  possession	  of	  
the	   largest	  economy	  and	   financial	   contribution	   to	  afflicting	  member	  states	  when	   financial	   crises	  
transpire	  within	  the	  EU	  (Guérot,	  2013).	  The	  economy	  has	  expanded,	  due	  to	  an	  industrial	  growth	  of	  
raw	   materials	   that	   has	   re-­‐established	   the	   member	   state	   as	   a	   financial	   power	   and	   as	   an	  
international	   diplomatic	   actor	   (Beichelt,	   2013).	   The	   industrial	   establishment	   of	   the	   Union	   has	  
developed	  a	  self-­‐propelled	  German	  market	  economy	  that	  has	  been	  able	  to	  endure	  the	  economic	  
crises	  throughout	  time	  and	  most	  recently	  the	  financial	  crisis	  of	  2008,	  Minor	   impairments	  on	  the	  
German	   economy	   resulted	   in	   a	   large	   financial	   contribution,	   to	   financially	   incapacitate	   member	  
states	  e.g.	   the	   financial	   crisis,	  Greece	   in	  2010-­‐2012	   (Beichelt,	  2013).	  The	   financial	   capability	  and	  
capital	   of	   Germany	   has	   proven	   the	   member	   state	   of	   being	   a	   financial	   pillar	   of	   the	   EU,	   which	  
solidifies	   the	   member	   state	   position	   in	   the	   organisational	   hierarchy	   of	   the	   EU.	   However,	   the	  
institutional	   stability	   and	   capability	   of	   Germany	   has	   also	   had	   consequences,	   such	   as	   greater	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structural	   integration	   into	   the	  EU.	  The	  member	   state	  had	   fostered	  negative	   sentiments	   towards	  
EU	   from	   the	   civil	   society	   in	   2009-­‐2010	   (Guérot,	   2013,	  Beichelt,	   2013).	   The	  decreasing	   accession	  
that	  applies	  on	  a	  micro-­‐level	  towards	  a	  unified	  EU	  is	  based	  on	  the	  negative	  consequences,	  such	  as	  
structural	   accommodation	   of	   a	   collective	   currency	   where	   the	   EURO	   has	   decreased	   in	   its	   value	  
during	  the	  financial	  crisis	  (Beichelt,	  2013).	  More	  recently,	  the	  frame	  of	  mind	  of	  the	  civil	  society	  in	  
regards	   to	   the	   EU	   has	   changed	   towards	   a	   more	   nuanced	   standpoint,	   when	   it	   comes	   to	   the	  
discussion	   on	   whether	   the	   organisation	   is	   financially	   and	   politically	   beneficial	   to	   Germany	  
(Beichelt,	  2013).	   
The	  discussion	  of	  whether	  or	  not	  Germany	   is	   financially	  benefitting	   from	   the	  EU-­‐membership	   is	  
also	   reflected	   in	   today’s	   debate	  on	  both	   a	  micro	   (civil	   society)	   and	  macro-­‐level	   (governmental),	  
because	   the	  member	   states	   have	   to	   have	   liberal	  market	   economies,	   to	   live	   up	   to	   all	   of	   the	   EU	  
legislations,	   keeping	   in	   mind	   that	   the	   Europeanisation	   process	   is	   ongoing	   (Riishøj,	   2007).	  
Therefore,	   the	   member	   states	   have	   to	   accommodate	   to	   the	   political,	   social	   and	   financial	  
adjustments	   adjust	   to	   the	   political	   agenda	   and	   interests	   of	   the	   EU	   and	   vice	   versa.	   The	   legal	  
framework	   and	   laws	   of	   the	   EU	  have	   to	   be	   accommodated	   by	   national	   national	  member	   states,	  
such	  as	  the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria	  when	  nation-­‐states	  assert	  into	  the	  EU.	  The	  Copenhagen	  Criteria	  
has	  to	  be	  fulfilled	  by	  the	  asserting	  nation-­‐states,	  to	  avoid	  placing	  financial	  and	  political	  strains	  on	  
member	  states	  of	  the	  organisation	  such	  as	  Germany.	  It	  is	  crucial	  to	  draw	  attention	  to	  the	  German	  
government,	   because	   the	   government	   is	   the	  only	   actor	  within	   the	  EU,	   represented	   in	   all	   of	   the	  
stands	  of	  the	  EU	  (also	  when	  decision-­‐making	  take	  place).	  Henceforth	  it	  is	  not	  unhurt	  to	  state	  that	  
Germany	   is	   the	   leading	   legislators	   of	   the	   organisation	   and	   therefore	   posses	   a	   great	   influence	  	  
(Beichlet,	  2013).	   
Germany	  is	  not	  undergoing	  major	  structural	  adjustments	  compared	  to	  the	  assertion	  processes	  of	  
other	   member	   states.	   Due	   to	   Germany’s	   position	   in	   the	   organisational	   hierarchy	   of	   the	   EU,	  
Germany	   can	   enforce	   rules	   and	   regulations	   that	   are	   beneficial	   to	   the	   German	   government	  
(Beichelt,	  2013).	  Beichelt	   states	   that	   the	  decision-­‐makings	  during	  of	   the	   reunification	  process	  of	  
Germany	   is	  mirrored	   in	   the	  EU,	  because	  the	  German	  government	  had	  widely	  enforced	   	  national	  	  
preferences	   that	   has	   designed	   the	   EU	   to	   the	   Germany’s	   advantage	   (Beichelt,	   2013).	   These	  
previous	  arrangements	  in	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  EU	  conduce	  a	  Germany	  more	  acquainted	  with	  the	  
structure	   and	   process	   of	   the	   organisation,	   compared	   to	   the	   other	  member	   states,	   because	   the	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Union	   craved	   to	   the	   advantage	   of	   Germany	   (Beichelt,	   2013).	   “On	   the	   other	   hand,	   Germany	   is	  
referred	  to	  by	  Timm	  Beichelt	  as	  a	  “tamed	  power””	  (Beichelt,	  2013).	  Germany	  is	  suffering	  from	  a	  
softer	  power	  exercise,	  even	  though	  the	  nation-­‐state	  has	  a	  large	  economic	  and	  political	   influence	  
(Beichelt,	  2013).	  This	  could	  be	  a	  matter	  of	  a	  political	  strategy	  since	  the	  German	  government	  does	  
not	  want	  to	  risk	  being	  negatively	  identified	  as	  a	  nation-­‐state	  with	  a	  strong	  penetration	  of	  power,	  a	  
portrayal	  the	  member	  state	  has	  tried	  to	  escape	  since	  the	  WW2.	  Beichelt	  states	  that	  the	  German	  
government	  has	  taken	  discrete	  steps	  towards	  forming	  its	  regional	  background/conditions	  through	  
an	  European	  diplomacy	  (Beichelt,	  2013,	  McCormick,	  2010).	  Germany’s	  continuous	  governmental	  
approach	   of	   solidarity	   towards	   the	   EU	   is	   to	   be	   found	   in	   the	   reunification	   of	   the	   nation-­‐state	   in	  
1989,	  where	  the	  Berlin	  Wall	  was	  overthrown	  (Beichelt,	  2013).	  The	  reunification	  between	  West	  and	  
East-­‐Germany	  had	   resulted	   in	   a	   collective	   solidarity	   both	  on	   a	   national	   and	   supranational	   level,	  
because	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  united	  nation-­‐state	  established	  a	  sense	  of	  coherence	  that	  could	  increase	  the	  
industrial	  and	  technological	  development	  of	   the	  nation-­‐state	  even	  further.	  The	  reunification	   is	  a	  
historical	  national	  symbol	  that	  is	  ingrained	  in	  the	  German	  society,	  representing	  that	  Germany	  does	  
not	  aspire	  to	  live	  in	  division.	  This	  symbolic	  value	  functions	  as	  a	  political	  manifesto	  of	  the	  member-­‐
state’s	   proactive	   standpoint	   towards	   the	   organisation.	   The	   civil	   society	   appealed	   for	   an	   EU-­‐
membership	   increasing	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	   interaction	   among	  member	   states	   in	   1989,	  where	   a	  
greater	  quantity	  of	  70	  percent	  considered	  an	  acceptable	  solution	  to	  re-­‐establish	  the	  nation-­‐state	  
to	  with	  egalitarian	  policies	  	  (Beichelt,	  2013).	   
The	   German	   government	   would,	   regardless	   the	   civil	   society’s	   approval	   or	   rejection	   of	   an	   EU-­‐
membership,	   underline	   the	   preservation	   of	   their	   historical	   manifesto	   by	   reverting	   back	   to	   the	  
unification,	   to	   establish	   a	   firm	   structure	   that	   would	   increase	   the	   German	   solidarity	   among	   the	  
individual	  citizens,	  towards	  the	  government	  and	  ultimately	  in	  the	  EU.	  A	  further	  argumentation	  for	  
Germany’s	  proactive	  attitude	  towards	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  EUO	  identity	  is	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  Germany	  
seeks	  to	  preserve	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  unified	  organisation,	  because	  the	  nation-­‐state	  has	  invested	  in	  the	  
organisation.	   The	   EU	   defines	   and	   redefines	   the	   position	   of	   Germany,	   both	   nationally	   and	  
internationally	   on	   different	   spectrums	   of	   politics,	   and	   thereby	   one	   could	   argue	   that	   the	   EU	  
becomes	  a	  piece	  of	  structural	  identification	  for	  Germany.	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The	  United	  Kingdom	  
The	   United	   Kingdom	   joined	   the	   EEC	   (European	   Economic	   Community)	   in	   January	   1973.	   The	  
member	  state	  had	  after	  two	  years	  in	  the	  Union	  called	  for	  a	  referendum,	  where	  the	  UK	  questioned	  
if	  it	  should	  stay	  in	  the	  EU	  (BBC	  News,	  2015).	  At	  the	  time,	  the	  societal	  sentiments	  were	  positive,	  but	  
have	  since	  been	  growing	  Euroscepticism	  from	  both	  the	  societal	  and	  the	  political	  level(s)	  after	  the	  
second	   referendum	   in	   1975.	   Furthermore,	   the	   EU	   has	   expanded	   exponentially	   in	   the	   years	  
following	   1973,	   and	   the	   number	   of	   member	   states	   has	   reached	   28.	   As	   a	   result	   of	   the	  
organisational	  expansions	  and	  the	  Europeanisation	  processes	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  UK	  has	  grown,	  
which	   lead	   to	   David	   Cameron’s	   2013	   pledge	   for	   a	   referendum	   (BBC	   News,	   2015).	   Cameron’s	  
referendum	  would	  question	  the	  Brits	  on	  whether	  or	  not	  to	  stay	  in	  the	  EU. 
If	  the	  UK	  had	  decided	  to	  leave	  the	  EU,	  it	  would	  have	  changed	  the	  rules	  covering	  the	  UK	  as	  a	  key	  
component	   of	   the	   Union,	   The	   EU	   and	   the	   UK	   would	   have	   to	   renegotiate	   the	   terms	   of	   the	  
referendum	   (BBC	   News,	   2015).	   The	   referendum	   has	   for	   the	   time	   being	   strained	   the	   inter-­‐
subjective	  relationship	  between	  the	  UK	  and	  the	  EU.	  The	  relationship	  between	  the	  UK	  and	  the	  EU	  is	  
undergoing	   an	   intense	   investigation,	   where	   the	   subject	   of	   a	   renegotiation	   is	   the	   theme	   of	   the	  
heated	  debate	   (BBC	  News,	  2015).	  The	   latest	  polls	  about	  the	  referendum	  indicate,	   that	  about	  40	  
percent	   (Dahlgreen,	   2015)	   of	   the	   British	   civil	   society	   held	   Eurosceptic	   sentiments	   as	   seen	   in	  
relation	  to	  the	  UK	  Independence	  Party	  (UKIP),	  who	  won	  the	  last	  European	  election.	  Therefore,	  the	  
UK’s	  decision	  to	  Brexit	  will	  subsidize	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  uncertainty,	  both	  for	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  UK.	  The	  
development	   of	   the	   growing	   levels	   of	   solidarity	   between	   the	   member	   states	   contributes	   to	   a	  
political	   and	   financial	   strengthening	   of	   the	   EU,	   by	   tightening	   international	   relations	   (EU,	   2015).	  
Euroscepticism	   is	  growing	   in	  the	  UK,	   this	  can	  be	  seen	  by	  the	  UK’s	   latest	  general	  election	   in	  May	  
where	  the	  UK	   Independence	  Party	   (UKIP),	  among	  others,	  believe	  that	  the	  EU	  has	  expanded	   into	  
the	  domain	  of	   	  national	   	  policy	  making.	  Henceforth,	  the	  UK	  believes	  that	  the	  policy	  transference	  
affect	  too	  many	  aspects	  of	  domestic	  matters	  and	  therefore	  withholding	  the	  UK	  from	  committing	  
entirely	   (BBC	  News,	  2015).	  The	  EU	   is	  believed	  to	  be	  unbeneficial	  by	   the	  UK,	  due	  to	   the	  national	  
expenditures	   spent	   on	   the	   Union	   exceed	   the	   benefits.	   The	   principle	   of	   “free	   movement”	   is	  
according	  to	  Eurosceptics	  an	  attempt	  to	  create	  a	  “United	  States	  of	  Europe”	  (BBC	  News,	  2015).	   
The	   UK	   is	   the	   third	   largest	  member	   state.	   Therefore	   the	   possibility	   of	   a	   Brexit	   creates	   a	   lot	   of	  
uncertainty	  for	  both	  parties.	  This	  could	  be	  problematic,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  EU	  and	  The	  UK’s	  
solidarity	   is	  based	  on	  a	   fundament	  of	  cultural	  heritage	  and	  shared	  values	  as	  key	  components.	  A	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possible	   Brexit	   could	   change	   the	   EU	   and	   the	   UK’s	   position	   internationally.	   A	   supranational	  
organisation	   such	   as	   the	   EU	   has	   a	   political	   influence	   on	   its	   member	   states,	   through	   the	   policy	  
transference	  processes.	  External	  sovereignty	  has	  the	  capability	  to	  overrule	  the	  national	  laws	  of	  its	  
member	  states.	  This	  external	  sovereignty	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  terms	  of	  entering	  the	  organisation,	  where	  
the	  structural	  changes	  unfolds	  in	  the	  policy	  making	  of	  the	  various	  member	  state	  including	  the	  UK.	  
The	  changes	  since	   the	  UK’s	  accession	   into	   the	  EU	  have	  been	   remarkable,	   indicating	   that	   the	  UK	  
surrendered	  their	  internal	  sovereignty	  to	  a	  higher	  supranational	  power	  of	  the	  EU	  where	  the	  policy	  
making	  processes	  are	  not	  based	   in	   the	   individual	  needs	  of	   the	  nation-­‐state	   (Geyer,	  Mackintosh,	  
Lehmann,	  2005,	  Richards	  and	  Smith,	  2002).	  The	  UK	  differs	  from	  the	  other	  member	  states	  in	  terms	  
of	  its	  devotion	  to	  the	  EU	  both	  historically	  and	  geographically.	  The	  UK	  has	  from	  the	  very	  beginning	  
never	  shared	  the	  same	  political	  commitment,	  henceforth	  the	  referendum	  in	  1975,	  indicating	  that	  
the	  nation-­‐state	  has	  never	  advocated	  its	  membership	  in	  the	  Union.	  Furthermore,	  the	  UK	  deviates	  
from	   the	   remaining	   of	   the	   EU’s	   member	   states	   by	   not	   participating	   actively	   in	   the	   structural	  
transformation	  happening	  in	  the	  EU,	  an	  example	  being	  the	  UK	  not	  wanting	  to	  change	  from	  pounds	  
to	  the	  EUROS.	   
Poland	  
On	  the	  1st	  of	  May	  2004,	  ten	  new	  nation-­‐states	  entered	  the	  EU,	  among	  them	  were	  three	  former	  
Soviet	   republics:	   Estonia,	   Latvia	   and	   Lithuania,	   four	   former	   satellites	   of	   the	   USSR:	   Poland,	   the	  
Czech	   Republic,	   Hungary	   and	   Slovakia,	   a	   former	   Yugoslav	   republic,	   Slovenia,	   and	   two	  
Mediterranean	  islands,	  Cyprus	  and	  Malta.	  This	  marked	  a	  new	  historical	  era	  for	  the	  EU	  after	  years	  
of	  division	  by	  the	  Iron	  Curtain	  and	  the	  Cold	  War	  (Eur-­‐lex.europa.eu,	  2015). 
Poland	   and	   the	   other	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	   underwent	   a	   political	   reorientation	   as	   a	   result	   of	   the	  
collapse	   of	   the	   Soviet	   bloc	   in	   1989-­‐1991.	   In	   the	   period	   of	   the	   political	   reorientation	   the	   slogan	  
‘Return	  to	  Europe’	  was	  frequently	  used,	  because	  it	  created	  a	  sense	  of	  solidarity	  between	  the	  EU	  
and	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	   after	   the	   fall	   of	   the	   Soviet	   bloc	   in	   1989.	   The	   anti-­‐Communist	   Solidarity	  
Movement	   that	   came	   into	   office	   after	   the	   nation-­‐state’s	   political	   reorientation	   frequently	   used	  
‘Returning	  to	  Europe’	   identity.	  The	  slogan	  has	  a	  symbolic	  notion	  of	   ‘Returning	  to	  Europe’	   rather	  
than	   joining	   the	   EU	   (Riishøj,	   2007).	   The	   symbolic	   slogan	   emphasises	   the	   shared	   bond	   of	  
spirituality,	   culture	   and	   religion	   that	   is	   shared	   between	   Poland	   and	   the	   EU.	   This	   pro-­‐European	  
sentiment	  was	  one	  of	  the	  factors	  that	  functioned	  as	  a	  catalyst	  for	  the	  Polish	  national	  assertion	  and	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integration	  into	  the	  EU’s	  fifth	  enlargement.	  Following,	  the	  fall	  of	  the	  Soviet	  bloc	  in	  1980s,	  Poland	  
and	   the	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	   were	   undergoing	   a	   development	   towards	   liberal	   democracies.	  
Moreover,	   in	   terms	   of	   finances	   this	   created	   pro-­‐capitalist	   market	   economies	   across	   the	   CEE	  
member	   states,	  which	  meant	   that	   the	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	  were	   integrated	   into	  Western	   political	  
systems,	  such	  as	  the	  EU.	  The	  effects	  of	  the	  political	  reorientation	  could	  be	  seen	  as	  the	  turn	  of	  the	  
century	  in	  the	  late	  1980s,	  were	  the	  Polish	  anti-­‐Communist	  opposition	  party	  Solidarity	  Movement	  
led	   the	   government,	   with	   prime	  minister	   Tadeusz	  Mazowiecki	   in	   front.	   The	   Solidarity	   Party,	   as	  
aforementioned,	   shared	   a	   strong	   pro-­‐European	   attitude	   and	   had	   an	   interest	   in	   the	   Polish	  
integration	  into	  the	  EU.	  The	  first	  major	  decision	  was	  made	  on	  the	  19th	  of	  September	  1989,	  almost	  
immediately	   after	   the	   fall	   of	   the	   nation-­‐state’s	   totalitarian-­‐Communist	   regimes.	   Pro-­‐European	  
attitudes	  were	  common	  in	  the	  transitional	  phase	  of	  the	  nation-­‐state	  and	  after	  the	  nation-­‐state’s	  
first	   democratic	   election	   the	   first	   initial	   cooperation	   between	   the	   EU	   and	   the	   post-­‐Communist	  
nation-­‐state	  was	  established	  with	  the	  trade	  and	  cooperation	  agreement	  that	  was	  signed	  in	  1989	  
(Bulmer	  et.	  al	  2015).	  The	  following	  period	  after,	  the	  initial	  trade	  and	  cooperation	  agreement,	  was	  
followed	  by	  a	  series	  of	  negotiations	  between	  the	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states	  e.g.	  Germany,	  France	  and	  
The	  UK.	   The	  negotiation	  began	   in	  1989	  and	   lasted	  until	   the	  Polish	   referendum	   in	  2003.	   The	  EU	  
devoted	  13,2	  billion	  EUROS	  on	  the	  assertion	  process	  for	  the	  ten	  new	  member	  states.	  The	  EU	  also	  
aided	  Poland	  with	   funds,	  aiming	  at	   strengthening	   the	  Polish	   institutions.	  Since	   their	   first	  year	  of	  
their	  membership	  in	  2004	  to	  2010,	  Poland	  has	  received	  more	  than	  250	  PLN	  the	  equivalent	  of	  61.4	  
million	   EUROS	   (Msz.gov.pl,	   2015),	   this	   exceeds	   the	   Polish	   national	   contributions	   to	   the	   EU.	   The	  
financial	   funds	  and	  national	  project	   from	  the	  EU	  helped	  set	  radical	  structural	  changes	  that	  were	  
implemented	  by	  Deputy	  Prime	  Minister	  Leszek	  Bakerowiz,	  and	  helped	  the	  Polish	  institutions	  catch	  
up	  to	  the	  Western	  European	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states.	  The	  EU	  assertion	  and	  implementation	  of	  the	  
Copenhagen	  Criteria	  aimed	  at	  closing	   the	   financial	  and	  political	  gap	   that	  was	   left	  by	   the	  nation-­‐
states	  Communist	  legacy	  and	  helped	  Poland’s	  position	  in	  the	  EU,	  while	  simultaneously	  liberalising	  
their	  democracy	  and	  establishing	  a	  free	  market	  economy.	  The	   liberalisation	  and	  the	  free	  market	  
has	  aided	  in	  the	  structural	  development	  of	  the	  former	  Communist	  regimes	  and	  Poland,	  succeeding	  
in	  securing	  a	  stable	  position	  in	  the	  EU	  with	  the	  help	  from	  Western-­‐European	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states	  
and	  the	  Visegrad	  group.	  Furthermore,	  the	  Communist	  legacy	  also	  meant	  that	  the	  EU	  was	  not	  met	  
with	  a	  substantial	  institutional	  resistance	  from	  the	  Polish	  government	  (Riishøj,	  2007). 
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Prior	  to	  the	  2000s,	  the	  EU	  was	  primarily	  constituted	  by	  Western-­‐European	  nation-­‐states	  or	  other	  
founding	   members	   states	   that	   were	   already	   well	   established	   in	   the	   organisation.	   This	  
problematizes	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	   and	  Western-­‐European	   member	  
states.	  Many	  of	  the	  other	  European	  nation-­‐states	  held	  negative	  opinions	  about	  the	  assertion	  at	  a	  
macro	  level.	  Surveys	  also	  showed	  negative	  sentiments	  from	  the	  general	  populations	  of	  Western-­‐
European	   nations,	   additionally	   a	   majority	   of	   EU-­‐15	   nation-­‐states	   such	   as	   Germany	   and	   Austria	  
were	  against	  the	  free	  movement	  of	  Polish	  workers,	  German	  trade	  unions	  made	  a	  case	  against	  a	  
quick	   transnational	   integration	   of	   Polish	   workers,	   therefore	   the	   trade	   unions	   and	   Germany	  
negotiated	  for	  a	  seven	  year	  transnational	  integration	  seeing	  as	  there	  was	  a	  lot	  of	  unemployment	  
in	  Poland	  during	  the	  accession	  period	  (Trzeciak,	  2012).	  This	  creates	  non-­‐optimal	  attitude	  for	  the	  
creation	   of	   a	   collective	   identity	   amongst	   all	   the	   European	   nation-­‐states.	   Moreover,	   the	   Polish	  
government	  has	  expressed	  a	   fear	  of	  subjugation	  and	  a	  national	   fear	  of	   losing	  sovereignty	   in	   the	  
EU,	  because	  the	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states,	   that	  were	  earlier	  mentioned,	  were	  deeper	  rooted	   in	   the	  
organisation	  and	  fragments	  of	  the	  post-­‐enlargement	  population	  views	  the	  EU	  as	  the	  embodiment	  
of	   cultural	   oppression	   (Szczerbiak,	   2015).	   Although,	   the	   member	   states	   shares	   pro-­‐European	  
sentiments,	   the	   polish	   notion	   of	   national	   identity	   is	   “	   (...)	   deeply	   rooted	   in	   ethnicity	   which	   in	  
international	   politics	   result	   in	   slogans	   relating	   to	   the	   defence	   of	   the	   polish	   national	   identity.”	  
(Riishøj,	  2007).	  This	  makes	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  collective	  identity	  difficult.	   
The	  same	  difficulties	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  collective	  identity	  between	  the	  CEE	  member	  
states	  and	  the	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states,	  all	  though	  they	  have	  different	  historical	  circumstances.	  The	  
differences	  of	   identity	   in	  the	  EU	  can	  be	  seen	  as	   identifying	  the	  different	  member-­‐states	  that	  are	  
clustering	  in	  interest	  groups	  such	  as	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Visegrad.	  The	  Visegrad	  group	  also	  known	  as	  the	  
Visegrad	   four	   (V4)	   is	   a	   group	   within	   the	   EU	   that	   consists	   of	   four	   Central	   European	   countries:	  
Poland,	  Slovakia,	  Hungary	  and	  the	  Czech	  Republic.	  The	  Visegrad	  nations-­‐states	  have	  all	  been	  apart	  
of	  the	  same	  civilization	  and	  shared	  common	  cultural	  values	  and	  religious	  traditions	  that	  they	  wish	  
to	  preserve	  (Kft.,	  2015).	  The	  V4	  group	  was	  founded	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  bridge	  the	  gap	  between	  the	  
post-­‐Communist	  member	  state	  and	  the	  remaining	  of	  European	  nation-­‐states	  in	  the	  EU	  (Kft.,	  2015).	  
These	   nations	   share	   another	   bond	   as	   they	   all	   joined	   the	   the	   EU	   after	   the	   2004	   European	  
enlargement.	   This	   gives	   some	   member	   states	   a	   stronger	   voice	   in	   the	   organisation	   and	   more	  
power.	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Conclusion	  
In	  the	  following,	  the	  results	  of	  the	  two	  analyses	  are	  combined	  to	  understand	  the	  construction	  of	  
the	   EUO	   identity	   from	   a	   supranational,	   national,	   and	   societal	   level.	   These	   findings	   were	   made	  
through	  the	  application	  of	  the	  OI	  theory’s	  analysis	  of	  EU’s	  symbolic	  features	  and	  the	  projects	  from	  
the	   Policy	   review:	  The	  Development	   of	   European	   Identity/Identities:	   Unfinished	   Business	   (2012),	  
and	   the	   analysis	   made	   through	   the	   application	   of	   the	   IR	   theory	   the	   three	   member	   states:	  
Germany,	   the	   United	   Kingdom	   and	   Poland. The	   findings	   from	   each	   analysis	   are	   discussed	   to	  
further	  understand	  the	  depth	  of	  the	  inter-­‐subjective	  construction	  of	  the	  EUO’s	  identity.	  There	  is	  a	  
focus	  on	  the	  implementation	  processes	  of	  the	  organisational	  identity	  from	  a	  supranational	  level	  to	  
national	   level	   and	   furthermore	   to	   a	   societal	   level.	   to	   examine	   the	   implications	   of	   the	  
organisational	   changes,	   opportunities	   and	   processes	   the	   EU	   is	   facing	   in	   the	   construction	   of	   the	  
EUO	   identity.	   Through	   both	   analyses,	   it	   is	   illustrated	   that	   there	   are	   differences	   between	   EU	  
identification	  and	  EUO	  identity	  seen	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  member	  states.	  The	  
symbols	   of	   the	   EU,	   that	   were	   analysed	   with	   the	   OI	   theory,	   construct	   an	   illustration	   of	   the	  
ideational	  identity	  components	  and	  definitional	  identity	  components	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  seen	  from	  
the	   supranational	   level	   that	   consists	   of	   the	  main	   values	   being	   “United	   in	  Diversity”	   (Europa.eu,	  
2015)	   and	   the	   EU	   representing	   ‘The	   Brotherhood	   of	   Europe’	   (Europa.eu,	   2015)	   strengthening	  
‘solidarity,	   unity	   and	   harmony’	   (Europa.eu,	   2015).	   Furthermore,	   the	   phenomenological	   identity	  
component	  illustrates	  the	  historical	  value	  of	  unity	  through	  a	  common	  cultural	  heritage	  seen	  in	  all	  
aspects	  of	  the	  EU. 
The	  identity	  components	  are	  all	  features	  of	  the	  cosmopolitan	  sentiments	  within	  the	  EU,	  where	  the	  
organisation	   functions	  as	   an	  actor	   that	  establishes	   and	   strengthens	   the	  unity	  between	  different	  
member	  states	  within	  the	  EU.	  The	  establishment	  and	  solidification	  of	  the	  collective	  organisational	  
identity	   is	  done	   through	   the	  supranational	  manifestation	  of	  external	   sovereignty	  of	   the	  EU.	  This	  
makes	   it	  possible	  to	   integrate	  the	   identity	  components	  and	  the	  CED	  features	  on	  a	  national	   	   level	  
through	  e.g.	  policies	  and	  thereby	  it	  aids	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  EUO	  identity	  that	  shapes	  the	  inter-­‐
subjective	   relations	   of	   between	   the	   member	   states	   and	   the	   supranational	   level	   of	   the	   EU.	  
However,	   the	  projects	   in	  the	  policy	  review	  (2012)	  and	  the	  nation-­‐state	  analysis	  of	  Germany,	   the	  
UK	  and	  Poland	  illustrate	  a	  barrier	  for	  this	   implementation,	  since	  the	  internal	  sovereignty	  of	  each	  
member	  state	  creates	  the	  possibility	  for	  each	  member	  state	  to	  redefine	  and	  choose	  which	  identity	  
components	   should	   be	   integrated	   in	   their	   states	   and	   their	   national	   identity.	   These	   structural	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circumstances	   have	   created	   a	   identity	   referent	   incongruence	   within	   the	   EU,	   since	   the	   member	  
states	  have	  differing	  interests	  and	  levels	  of	  interpretation	  and	  implementation	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  
in	   their	   state.	   This	   leads	   to	   the	  development	  of	   the	   EUO’s	   identity,	   being	   a	   hybrid	   organisation	  
with	  a	  plurality	  of	  identities	  on	  all	  the	  levels	  of	  the	  EU	  society.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  EU	  motto,	  
‘United	   in	   Diversity’	   clearly	   illustrates	   that	   the	   EU	   is	   not	   aiming	   at	   becoming	   a	   homogenous	  
organisation	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity.	   Instead,	   the	   EU	   strives	   towards	   a	   strengthened	   EUO	  
identity	   through	   diversity,	   because	   the	   idea	   of	   an	   EU	   assimilation	   process,	   where	   the	  member	  
states	  assimilate	  into	  a	  homogenous	  EUO	  identity	  with	  common	  values	  and	  norms	  is	  not	  essential	  
to	   the	   construction	  of	   an	   EUO	   identity.	   This	   is	   shown	   through	   the	   EU	  anthem,	   as	   the	   EU	   is	   not	  
attempting	   to	   replace	   the	   national	   anthems,	   but	   rather	   create	   a	   shared	   symbol	   based	   on	   the	  
common	  values	  of	  all	  member	  states	  (Europa.	  eu,	  2015).	  This	  shows	  that	  the	  EU	  is	  not	  interested	  
in	   having	   a	   homogenous	   organisational	   identity	   at	   all	   levels,	   because	   there	   are	   still	   common	  
components	   that	   are	   shared	   at	   all	   levels	   of	   the	   organisation,	  which	   create	   the	   sense	   of	   the	   EU	  
being	   ‘The	   Brotherhood	   of	   Europe’.	   The	   organisation	   is	   on	   the	   contrary	   supporting	   the	   idea	   of	  
diversity,	   underlining	   that	   the	   EUO	   identity	   should	   be	   constructed	   by	   unity	   through	   diversity,	  
where	  there	  is	  still	  an	  emphasis	  on	  the	  common	  values	  that	  should	  be	  shared	  by	  all	  members	  of	  
the	  EU.	  The	  commonalities	  that	  the	  EU	  implements	  can	  be	  seen	  through	  the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria,	  
where	  the	  organisation	   implements	  common	  politico-­‐economic	  standards,	  structures	  and	  values	  
through	   their	   external	   sovereignty	   (Ec.	   europa.eu,	   2015).	   In	   relation	   to	   the	   construction	   of	   the	  
EUO	  identity,	  this	  shows	  that	  even	  though	  the	  EU	  is	  a	  hybrid	  organisation	  there	  is	  still	  an	  interest	  
from	  the	  EU	  to	  implement	  common	  identity	  components	  at	  all	  levels	  of	  the	  EU.	   
The	  EU	  requires	  that	  there	  is	  an	  overall	  understanding	  and	  accommodation	  to	  the	  organisational	  
framework	  of	  its	  member	  states,	  which	  is	  challenged	  by	  the	  member	  state’s	  internal	  sovereignty.	  
The	   projects	   in	   the	  policy	   review	   (2012)	   and	   the	   nation-­‐state	   analyses	   of	  Germany,	   the	  UK	   and	  
Poland	   illustrate	   the	   barrier	   for	   this	   implementation,	   since	   the	   internal	   sovereignty	   of	   each	  
member	  state	  creates	  the	   identity	  referent	  incongruence	  within	  the	  EU,	  since	  the	  member	  states	  
have	   differing	   interests	   and	   levels	   of	   interpretation	   and	   implementation	   of	   the	   organisational	  
identity	  in	  their	  state.	  This	  leads	  to	  development	  of	  EU	  being	  a	  hybrid	  organisation	  where	  there	  is	  
a	  plurality	  of	  EUO	  identities	  on	  all	  the	  levels	  of	  the	  organisation	  instead	  of	  a	  common	  EUO	  identity.	  
Through	  the	  aforementioned	  CED	  features	  of	  the	  organisation	  there	  is	  an	  underlying	  sentiment	  as	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the	   organisation	   embraces	   the	   plurality	   in	   being	   united	   through	   diversity.	   The	   analysis	   of	   the	  
RECON	   project	   shows	   a	   common	   trait	   within	   the	   EU	   that	   is	   the	   democratic	   structure	   of	   the	  
organisation	   (Eriksen,	   2012),	   as	   the	   member	   states	   have	   to	   accommodate	   to	   the	   Copenhagen	  
Criteria	  and	  democratic	  values	  when	  asserting	  into	  the	  EU.	  This	  shows	  that	  there	  is	  a	  commonality	  
in	  the	  EUO	  identity	  all	  though	  it	  is	  diverse.	   
The	  IME	  project	  shows	  plurality	  of	  identification	  within	  Europe	  and	  the	  EU	  with	  the	  variations	  of	  
histories,	  cultures	  and	  traditions	  of	  nation-­‐states	  in	  Europe	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  Thereby,	  there	  is	  still	  a	  
challenge	  concerning	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  homogeneous	  common	  sense	  of	  a	  EUO	  identity,	  since	  
not	   all	   members	   states	   agree	   on	   the	   level	   of	   identification	   with	   the	   EU	   that	   is	   needed.	   As	   an	  
example	  IME	  highlights	  that	  Germany	  as	  a	  founding	  member	  of	  the	  EU	  has	  implemented	  the	  sense	  
of	  being	  European	  in	  their	  national	  level,	  where	  the	  national	  identity	  is	  called	  “German	  European	  
identity”	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   This	   shows	   that	   there	   is	   a	   big	   identification	   and	   integration	   of	   the	   EUO	  
identity	  on	  both	  a	  national	  and	  societal	  level	  in	  Germany.	  On	  the	  other	  hand	  IME	  also	  illustrated	  
that	   an	   identification	   with	   Europe	   generated	   an	   insecurity	   in	   the	   UK	   on	   both	   a	   national	   and	  
societal	  level,	  since	  the	  EU	  is	  not	  commonly	  referred	  to	  and	  integrated	  in	  the	  society	  as	  the	  EU	  is	  in	  
Germany	  which	  causes	  both	   the	  UK’s	  government	  and	  society	   to	  view	  and	   identify	  with	  Europe	  
(and	  the	  EU)	  as	  a	  threat	  to	  their	  own	  national	  identity	  (Ichijo,	  2012).	  Furthermore,	  IME	  highlighted	  
the	   normative	   causality	   between	   ‘Europe’	   and	   ‘modernity’,	   showing	   that	   a	   nation-­‐state’s	  
identification	  with	  Europe	  is	  influenced	  by	  a	  nation-­‐state’s	  interpretation	  of	  how	  modern	  they	  are	  
and	   what	   they	   define	   as	   being	   modern	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   The	   multiple	   European	   identities	   in	   the	  
nation-­‐states	  and	  their	  identifications	  with	  both	  Europe	  and	  the	  EU	  contribute	  to	  the	  conclusion	  of	  
the	   EU	   being	   a	   hybrid	   organization.	   Through	   IME	   it	   was	   illustrated	   that	   identity	   referent	  
applications	   from	   the	   EU	   are	   challenged	   in	   the	   member	   states	   and	   the	   EU	   society,	   since	   the	  
member	   states	  have	   a	  primary	   influence	  on	  how	   the	   EUO	   identity	   is	   integrated	   in	   their	   nation-­‐
state,	   thereby	  creating	   identity	   referent	   incongruence.	  Therefore,	   the	   internal	  sovereignty	  of	   the	  
member	  states	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  an	   identity	  referent	  threat	  to	  the	  EUO	  identity,	  since	  the	  member	  
states	  have	  the	  power	  over	  the	  definition	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  and	  how	  it	  is	  implemented	  in	  their	  
nation-­‐state,	  where	   the	   EU	   cannot	   take	   part	   in	   the	   implementation	   processes	   of	   each	  member	  
state	  at	  the	  same	  level.	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Germany	  is	  the	  first	  exemplification	  of	  a	  member	  state	  that	  defines	  being	  ‘European’	  as	  being	  an	  
EU	  member	  state.	  Germany	  was	  one	  of	  the	  six	  member	  states	  that	  founded	  the	  organisation	  and	  
that	  aspect	  contributes	  to	  the	  understanding	  of	  Germany	  being	  a	  frontrunner	  in	  the	  integration	  of	  
the	  EUO	   identity	   in	   their	   society	   (Green,	   2015).	   The	   image	   is	   a	   reflection	  of	   the	  member	   states	  
political,	   financial	  and	  social	  devotion	  towards	  the	  organisation,	  because	  the	  German	  perception	  
of	   what	   it	   is	   to	   be	   European	   is	   defined	   through	   the	   EU	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   Thereby,	   Germany	   is	   an	  
example	  of	  a	  member	  state	  where	  identity	  referent	  applications	  from	  the	  EU	  can	  reach	  all	  levels	  of	  
the	   society.	   Furthermore,	   the	   German	   definition	   of	   being	   European	   is	   also	   illustrated	   in	   the	  
reunification	  of	  West	  and	  East-­‐Germany	   (McCormick,	  2010).	  West	  Germany	  was	   the	  part	  of	   the	  
Germany	  that	  was	  among	  the	  six	   founding	  member	  states	  and	  due	  to	  the	  reunification	   in	  1989,	  
both	  West	  and	  East	  Germany	  were	  united	  on	  a	  national	   level	  and	   in	   the	  EU	  (McCormick,	  2010).	  
Henceforth,	  the	  European	  identity	  is	  a	  central	  element	  of	  the	  German	  national	  identity.	  The	  CED	  
features	   shown	   in	   the	   EU	   symbols	   consisting	   of	   unity,	   harmony,	   solidarity,	   equality	   and	  
responsibility	   towards	  the	  EU	  are	  thereby	  all	  portrayed	   in	  the	  history	  of	  Germany	  which	  creates	  
the	  strong	  sense	  of	  identification	  with	  Europe	  in	  the	  member	  state	  (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  Therefore,	  
the	  German	  nation	  and	  society	  have	  strongly	  implemented	  the	  EUO	  identity	  at	  all	  levels. 
The	  UK	  is	  the	  second	  exemplification	  of	  a	  member	  state	  who	  has	  a	  contrasting	  definition	  of	  what	  it	  
means	   to	   be	   ‘European’,	   since	   the	   member	   state	   does	   not	   consider	   itself	   to	   be	   a	   part	   of	   the	  
European	   identity	   (Ichijo,	   2012).	   The	   internal	   sovereignty	   of	   the	   UK	   and	   national	   solidarity	   is	  
responsible	  for	  an	  ambivalent	  relationship	  towards	  the	  EU.	  The	  British	  identity	  lays	  outside	  the	  EU,	  
resulting	   in	   a	   more	   distanced	   relationship	   to	   the	   organisation	   compared	   to	   Germany,	   whose	  
identity	   is	   ingrained	   in	   the	  Union.	  The	  Euroscepticism	   in	   the	  UK	  has	  continued	  to	  grow	  with	  the	  
upcoming	  referendum	  of	  2016/2017	  (BBC	  News,	  2015).	  Through	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  UK	  it	  is	  shown	  
that	   the	   EUO	   identity	   in	   the	  member	   state	   is	   insecure	   and	   uncertain	   due	   to	   the	   socio-­‐political	  
sentiment	  within	  the	  member	  state,	  that	  does	  not	  have	  same	  definition	  of	  being	  modern	  as	  other	  
European	   nation-­‐states	   (McCormick,	   2010).	   The	   UK	   has	   not	   lost	   its	   ideal	   need	   of	   being	   an	  
autonomous	   power,	   which	   consequences	   the	   low	   profile	   to	   Europe	   creating	   problematics	   in	  
relations	   to	   European	   identity	   in	   the	   member	   state.	   The	   communitarian	   sentiments	   are	   highly	  
demonstrated	   since	   the	   UK	   seeks	   to	   preserve	   their	   national	   identity	   and	   internal	   sovereignty.	  
Therefore,	  the	  EU’s	  Identity	  components	  are	  not	  as	  highly	  valued	  and	  integrated	  in	  the	  UK	  national	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and	  societal	  level,	  contributing	  to	  the	  identity	  referent	  incongruence	  concerning	  the	  EUO	  identity.	  
The	  UK	  does	  not	  identify	  with	  the	   identify	  components	  of	  the	  EU,	  since	  the	  member	  state	  values	  
its	   own	  national	   identity	   higher	   and	  wants	   to	   safeguard	   it,	   all	   though	  one	  might	   say	   that	   some	  
common	  values	  are	  seen	  e.g.	  democracy	  and	   the	  common	  historical	   features	  such	  as	  WW2	  and	  
the	  Cold	  War,	  which	  is	  why	  the	  UK	  is	  still	  a	  member	  of	  the	  EU	  even	  though	  the	  member	  state	  is	  
critical	   towards	   the	  collective	  development	  of	   the	  organisation	  consisting	  of	   the	  construction	  of	  
the	  EUO	  identity	  (BBC	  News,	  2015). 
Through	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  RECON	  project	  it	  is	  explicitly	  shown	  that	  the	  EUO	  identity’s	  structural	  
framework	  derives	   from	  the	  EU	  democratic	  principles	   (Eriksen,	  2012).	  The	  RECON	  project	  states	  
that	  the	  democratic	  principles	  and	  procedures	  of	  the	  EU	  are	  not	  being	  fully	  implemented,	  because	  
they	  do	  not	  extend	  to	  the	  societal	  level	  of	  the	  EU	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  Therefore,	  the	  EU	  citizens	  do	  not	  
feel	   like	   they	   have	   a	   democratic	   voice	   in	   the	   EU.	   Thereby,	   the	   identity	   referent	   application	   is	  
challenged	   as	   each	   member	   state	   implements	   their	   own	   interpretation	   of	   democracy	   in	  
accordance	  with	   their	  own	  national	   interest.	  The	  solidarity	  and	  trust	  of	   the	  civil	   society	   towards	  
the	  EU	  is	  facing	  profound	  democratic	  challenges	  that	  are	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  core	  CED	  feature	   in	  
the	  construction	  of	   the	  EUO	   identity.	  Henceforth,	   the	  RECON	  project	  proposes	   three	  alternative	  
democratic	   solutions	   that	  are	   likely	   to	  acquire	  solidarity	  and	   trust	   from	  the	  civil	   society	  and	  will	  
ultimately	  promote	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  singular	  EUO	  identity	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  RECON	  concluded	  
that	  the	  EU	  is	  moving	  from	  an	  Audit	  democracy	  towards	  a	  post-­‐national	  democracy,	  which	  means	  
that	   the	   EU	   is	   striving	   towards	   being	   more	   inclusive	   of	   the	   societal	   level,	   strengthening	   the	  
cosmopolitan	  sentiments	  by	  reinforcing	  the	  collectively	  ingrained	  European	  ‘search	  for	  peace	  and	  
prosperity’	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  The	  EU	  brings	  the	  individual	  member	  states	  together	  by	  reinforcing	  the	  
structural	  democratisation	  processes	  that	  further	  enables	  the	  EU	  to	  practice	  the	  Union’s	  external	  
sovereignty.	   The	   transition	   into	   a	   post-­‐national	   democracy	   is	   difficult,	   since	   the	   organisational	  
democratisation	   process	   challenges	   the	   internal	   sovereignty	   of	   member	   states,	   seeing	   as	   it	  
manifests	   the	   external	   sovereignty	   of	   the	   supranational	   organisation.	   Consequently,	   this	  
problematizes	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  singular	  EUO	  identity	  because	  the	  EU	  member	  states	  have	  an	  
Audit	   democratic	   structure.	   It	   is	   crucial	   for	   the	   CED	   features	   of	   EU	   to	   acquire	   the	   trust	   and	  
solidarity	   of	   the	   civil	   society	   within	   member	   states,	   because	   the	   democratic	   principles	   are	   not	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implemented	  in	  EU	  at	  all	  levels.	  Thus,	  the	  lack	  of	  the	  ideational	  identity	  component	  is	  challenged	  
by	  the	  communitarian	  structure	  of	  the	  supranational	  organisation. 
The	  RECON	  project	  realises	  the	  EU	  has	  to	  overcome	  structural,	  social	  and	  financial	  obstacles	  in	  the	  
construction	  of	  a	  collective	  identity	  (Eriksen,	  2012).	  The	  EU	  also	  has	  to	  create	  a	  collective	  purpose	  
to	  unite	  both	  old	  and	  new	  member	   states,	  which	  problematizes	   the	  construction	  of	  a	   collective	  
organisational	   identity,	  since	  there	  is	  not	  one	  ‘European	  people’	  to	  constitute	  a	  singular	   identity.	  
The	   issues	   the	   EU	   is	   facing	   in	   the	   pursuit	   of	   a	   collective	   EUO	   identity	   and	   the	   legitimisation	   of	  
liberal	   democracies	   have	   to	   be	   based	   on	   the	   shared	   and	   collective	  will	   of	   the	   members	   of	   a	  
political	   community	   (Eriksen,	  2012),	  which	  contradicts	   the	  communitarian	  sentiment	  of	  member	  
states.	  This	  makes	  it	  hard	  to	  accommodate	  the	  structural	  changes	  of	  the	  EU	  as	  the	  communitarian	  
national	   sentiments	   threaten	   the	   EUO	   identity	   and	   decreases	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	  
interdependence,	  which	  is	  an	  identity	  referent	  threat. 
IR	  theory	  highlights	  that	  the	  UK	  is	  simply	  acting	  by	  its	  communitarian	  sentiments	  to	  maintain	  their	  
sovereignty	   and	   due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   the	   member	   state	   has	   to	   adapt	   to	   the	   structure	   of	   the	  
organisation	   going	   against	   the	   communitarian	   sentiments,	   which	   the	   member	   state	   possesses.	  
Whereas,	   Germany	   is	   a	   contrasting	   example	   of	   a	   member	   state,	   which	   accommodates	   the	  
organisational	   structure	   and	   practices	   the	   principles	   of	   democracy,	   due	   to	   their	   cosmopolitan	  
sentiments,	  because	  Germany	  identifies	  with	  the	  organisation	  differently	  resulting	  in	  a	  high	  trust	  
and	   solidarity	   towards	   the	  organisation.	   This	   creates	   the	  question	  of	  whether	   the	   EU’s	   external	  
sovereignty	  is	  a	  threat	  to	  the	  member	  states	  or	  the	  internal	  sovereignty	  of	  the	  member	  states	  is	  a	  
threat	   to	  the	  EU?	  The	  analysis	  concerning	  supranational	  organisations	  can	  be	  surmised	   into	  two	  
essential	  debates.	  The	  first	  debate	  emphasizes	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  EU	  on	  a	  national	  	  level	  of	  the	  
member	   states,	   where	   sovereignty	   is	   externalised	   and	   overtaken	   by	   the	   supranational	  
organisation	  the	  EU.	  The	  second	  debate	  discusses	  if	  the	  organisation	  is	  an	  actor	  in	  its	  own	  right	  or	  
simply	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  member	  states,	   in	  which	  the	  communitarian	  sentiments	  prevails	   in	  the	  
nation-­‐states	  and	  sovereignty	  is	  internalised.	   
Internal	   sovereignty	   refers	   to	   the	   influence	   a	  member	   state	   has	   over	   the	   civil	   society	  within	   its	  
borders	  or	   the	  supreme	   influence	  of	  a	   supranational	  organisation	   in	   relation	   to	  decision-­‐making	  
authority	   the	   organisation	   has	   over	   its	   given	   member	   state	   (SLOMP,	   2008).	   Supranational	  
organisations	   (EU)	   reinforce	   external	   sovereignty	   within	   their	   organisational	   jurisdiction.	   The	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manifestation	   of	   external	   sovereignty	   has	   been	   a	   part	   of	   a	   heated	   debate	   between	   the	  
communitarian	  and	  cosmopolitan	  perspectives	  (SLOMP,	  2008).	  The	  domestic	  hierarchical	  order	  of	  
sovereignty	  has	  changed	  with	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  with	  it	  changed	  national	  policies	  of	  
the	   individual	   nation-­‐states,	   due	   to	   the	  policy	   transference	   from	   the	   supranational	   organisation	  
implemented	   in	   the	   individual	   nation-­‐states	   (SLOMP,	   2008).	   The	   sovereignty	   of	   the	   individual	  
member	   states	   is	   subsided	   for	   the	   benefit	   of	   all	   the	   member	   states	   within	   the	   organisation,	  
contributing	   to	   a	   sense	   of	   collectiveness	   as	   an	   identity	   referent	   application	   in	   the	   structural	  
definitional	   standard	  of	   the	   EUO	   identity.	   This	   cosmopolitan	   sentiment	   of	   external	   sovereignty,	  
conflicts	  with	  the	  communitarian	  perspective	  of	  the	  aforementioned	  internal	  sovereignty	  (SLOMP,	  
2008,	  Slaughter,	  2011).	  The	  external	  sovereignty	  of	   the	  EU	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  domestic	  sovereignty	  
over	  its	  member	  states,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  member	  states	  surrender	  their	  sovereignty	  to	  the	  
EU.	   This	   is	   essentially	   a	   cosmopolitan	   sentiment	   and	   practice	   of	   sovereignty	   that	   domesticates	  
global	   matters,	   because	   they	   occur	   within	   the	   global	   community	   (Pin-­‐Fat,	   2014).	   The	   external	  
sovereignty	  is	  averted;	  henceforth	  it	  seeks	  to	  validate	  the	  cosmopolitan	  perspective	  that	  considers	  
political	  interference	  to	  be	  acceptable,	  due	  to	  the	  ideological	  belief	  that	  domestic	  matters	  should	  
be	  matters	  of	  the	  global	  community	  (SLOMP,	  2008),	  which	  emphasises	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  singular	  EUO	  
identity.	   
When	   it	   comes	   to	   EU	   integration,	   the	   question	   arises	   of	   how	   much	   a	   member	   state	   should	  
integrate	   into	   the	   supranational	   EU	   organisational	   structure	   without	   losing	   sovereignty	   or	   how	  
little	  a	  nation-­‐state	  has	   to	   integrate	   in	  order	   to	  become	  a	  part	   the	  organisational	   structure.	  The	  
CEE	  nations	  and	  Poland	  were	  among	  the	  ten	  nation-­‐states	  that	  joined	  the	  EU	  in	  the	  fifth	  assertion	  
of	   2004.	   This	   contributes	   to	   a	   comparative	   frame	   referencing	   in	   the	   functional	   definitional	  
standard	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity,	  implementing	  the	  EU’s	  ideational	  identity	  components	  consisting	  of	  
the	   EU	   to	   be	   ‘the	   Brotherhood	   of	   Europe’,	   due	   to	   the	   expansion	  where	   the	   EU	  now	   consists	   of	  
Eastern-­‐European	   member	   states	   as	   well.	   This	   highlights	   the	   EU’s	   motto	   of	   being	   “United	   in	  
Diversity”,	  since	  the	  CEE	  nations	  and	  Poland	  brought	  new	  traditions,	  history	  and	  culture	  to	  the	  EU	  
(Europa.eu,	   2015).	   The	   Polish	   transition	   went	   without	   further	   difficulties,	   due	   to	   pro-­‐European	  
attitude	  of	  the	  member	  state.	  Poland	  contrasts	  the	  	  national	  	  sentiments	  of	  the	  UK,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  
that	  Poland	  has	  a	  pro-­‐European	  attitude	  and	  has	  accepted	  the	  structural	  conformity	  required	  by	  
the	  EU,	  whereas	  the	  UK	  has	  been	  opposing	  to	  the	  organisation,	  since	  their	  entry.	  This	  shows	  that	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in	  the	  case	  of	  Poland’s	  integration	  process	  the	  identity	  referent	  application	  from	  the	  EU	  have	  been	  
successfully	   implemented,	   living	   up	   to	   the	   definitional	   identity	   components	   of	   the	   Copenhagen	  
Criteria.	  The	  UK	  has	  repeatedly	  questioned	  their	  position	  in	  the	  EU,	  because	  the	  member	  state	  is	  
uncertain	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  discussion	  on	  whether	  or	  not	  an	  EU-­‐membership	  has	  a	  beneficial	  
impact	  on	  the	  nation-­‐state	  (BBC	  News,	  2015),	  creating	   identity	  referent	  incongruence	   in	  the	  EUO	  
identity.	   The	   shared	  aspect	  of	   the	   two	  member	   states	   is	   that	   they	  are	  not	   in	   favour	  of	  national	  
subjugation	   by	   the	   EU.	   The	   national	   subjugation	   can	   be	   in	   the	   form	   of	   structural	   adjustments,	  
where	   the	  member	   states	   have	   to	   accommodate	   to	   the	   EU	   structure.	  Henceforth,	   the	  member	  
states	   have	   to	   surrender	   their	   national	   internal	   sovereignty	   to	   the	   organisation,	   in	   order	   to	  
integrate	   the	   EUO	   identity.	   The	   accommodation	   of	   the	   EU’s	   organisational	   structure	   is	   a	  
prerequisite	   for	   the	   EU’s	   member	   states	   to	   integrate	   into	   the	   EU,	   through	   the	   structural	  
adjustments	  e.g.	   the	  Copenhagen	  Criteria,	  which	  then	  restricts	   the	  member	  states	  on	  a	  national	  	  
level	  as	  the	  member	  states	  are	  prohibited	  from	  deviating	  politically	  and	  culturally	  (Ec.europa.eu,	  
2015).	   This	   illustrates,	   that	   all	   member	   states	   have	   to	   live	   up	   to	   the	   definitional	   identity	  
components	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity.	   The	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	   have	   ‘weaker’	   institutions,	   “Regarding	  
support	  of	  national	  versus	  EU	   institutions,	   the	  Polish	  population	   is	  closer	  to	  “italianization”	  than	  
“scandinavianization”,	   for	   also	   in	   Italy	   low	   support	   of	   national	   institutions	   has	   been	  
“compensated”	   with	   higher	   support	   of	   the	   European	   ones”	   (Riishøj,	   2007).	   The	   low	   national	  
institutional	  credibility	  of	  Poland	  has	  aided	  the	  cosmopolitan	  sentiment	  among	  its	  population.	   In	  
the	  EU,	  Poland	  is	  seen	  as	  having	  a	  less	  solidified	  position	  in	  the	  organisational	  hierarchy	  (Riishøj,	  
2007).	   This	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   if	   the	   CEE	   nation-­‐states	   cluster	   together	   in	   the	   Visegrad	   group	   to	  
achieve	   the	   same	   decision-­‐making	   power	   as	   Germany	   and	   France	   in	   EU.	   This	   creates	   an	  
asymmetrical	  relationship	  between	  the	  EU	  and	  Poland,	  because	  Poland	  has	  received	  61.4	  million	  
EUROS	   in	   structural	   adjustments	   from	   2004-­‐2010.	   Due	   to	   this	   fact	   it	   is	   clear	   that	   the	   Polish	  
financial	  contributions	  are	  exceeded	  by	  the	  structural	  adjustments	  that	  the	  nation-­‐state	  received	  
as	   a	   result	   of	   joining	   the	   organisation.	   The	   example	   of	   Poland	   underlines	   the	   perspective	   that	  
historical,	   traditional	  and	  structural	  elements	  of	  a	  member	  state	  contribute	  to	  how	  the	  member	  
state	   chooses	   to	   integrate	   and	   conform	   to	   the	   EUO	   identity.	   The	   aforementioned	   indicates	   the	  
paradoxical	   aspect	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity	   as	   it	   fosters	   cosmopolitan	   sentiments,	   but	   holds	  
communitarian	  sentiments	  as	  well.	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The	  EU	  has	  the	  supranational	  capability	  to	  overrule	  national	  laws	  of	  its	  member	  states,	  as	  seen	  in	  
the	  SPHERE	  project.	  The	  project	   illustrates	   the	  various	  socio-­‐economic	   transformations	  and	  how	  
these	  transformations	  affect	  workplaces,	  families,	   localities	  and	  traditions	  of	  the	  nation-­‐states	  of	  
Europe	  (SENGUL,	  2012).	  The	  transformations	  generate	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging	  and	  solidarity	  among	  
the	   citizens	   in	  different	   areas	  of	   the	  EU	  and	  European	   societies	   (SENGUL,	  2012).	   Through	   these	  
changes	   the	   operational	   validity	   standard	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity	   is	   challenged,	   since	   the	   socio-­‐
economic	  restructurings	  in	  Europe	  and	  transformations	  brought	  various	  challenges	  and	  obstacles	  
with	  them.	  Through	  the	  regional	  case	  studies	  in	  the	  project	  it	   is	  demonstrated	  that	  the	  different	  
nation-­‐states	   have	   different	   structures	   and	   conditions,	   thereby	   each	   member	   state	   is	   affected	  
differently	  in	  terms	  of	  socio-­‐economic	  restructuring	  in	  Europe,	  and	  as	  a	  result	  the	  EUO	  identity	  can	  
be	  constructed	  via	  diversities.	  The	  aforementioned	  socio-­‐economic	  restructuring	  in	  terms	  of	  new	  
industries	  within	   European	   countries	  which	   replaced	   the	  old	   industries	  of	   nation-­‐states	   and	   the	  
impacts	  that	  had	  on	  workplaces,	  jobs,	  traditions,	  families	  and	  localities	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  case	  of	  
workers	   and	  workplaces	   (SENGUL,	   2012).	   The	   transnational	   border	  movement	   creates	   issues	   in	  
relation	   to	   the	   freedom	  of	  movement	  within	   EU-­‐15	  member	   states.	   The	   flows	  of	  workers	  were	  
primarily	  unskilled	  workers	   from	   the	  Eastern-­‐Europe	   to	   the	  Western-­‐Europe.	  Western-­‐European	  
member	  states	  such	  as	  Germany	  that	  enforced	  seven	  year	  integration	  period	  before	  allowing	  the	  
Polish	  workers	   into	   the	   transnational	  workforce	   (Trzeciak,	  2012)	   showcasing	   the	   communitarian	  
behaviour	  of	  the	  EU-­‐15	  member	  states	  contradicting	  the	  cosmopolitan	  organisational	  identity	  and	  
consequently	  dividing	  identity	  of	  the	  EU.	  This	  case	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  identity	  referent	  threat	  
of	  the	  EUO	  identity,	  since	  Germany	  neglected	  to	  ‘Unite	  in	  diversity’,	  contradicting	  one	  of	  the	  core	  
CED	  features	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity. 
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CHAPTER	  7.	  PROJECT	  CONCLUSION	  
Through	  a	   thorough	  analysis	  of	   the	  construction	  of	   the	  EUO	   identity,	  conducted	  by	  using	   the	  OI	  
theory	   and	   IR	   theory,	   the	   inter-­‐subjective	   relationship	   between	   the	   supranational	   and	   national	  
level	  of	  the	  EU	  causes	  the	  construction	  of	  an	  EUO	  identity	  to	  remain	  ‘unfinished	  business’	  on	  all	  
levels	   of	   the	   EU.	   The	   attempt	   to	   apply	   cosmopolitanism	   and	   ideal	   sentiments	   of	   a	   unified	   and	  
harmonised	   EUO	   identity	   is	   challenged	   by	   the	   communitarian	   sentiments	   of	   the	   EU	   member	  
states.	   This	   causes	   the	   EU	   to	   focus	   on	   the	   process	   of	   integrating	   the	   EUO	   identity	   features	   on	  
national	   	   and	   societal	   levels,	   through	   projects.	   These	   aspects	   of	   the	   construction	   of	   the	   EUO	  
identity	   show	   that	   the	   EUO	   identity	   is	   suffering	   an	   identity	   crisis,	   since	   there	   are	   different	  
understandings	  of	  what	  the	  EUO	  identity	  consists	  of	  depending	  on	  the	  supranational,	  national	  and	  
societal	  levels	  of	  th	  EU. 
The	  OI	  theory	  concludes	  that	  the	  EU	  has	  created	  an	  ideal	  organisational	   identity	  through	  the	  EU	  
symbols,	   that	   refer	   to	   specific	   features	   that	   contribute	   to	   the	  construction	  of	  EUO	   identity	  on	  a	  
supranational	   level.	   The	   EU	   flag	   symbolises	   the	   CED	   features	   of	   the	   organisational	   identity	  
referring	   to	   ‘harmony,	   unity	   and	   solidarity’	   (Europa.eu,	   2015),	   contributing	   to	   the	   definitional	  
identity	  component	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity.	  The	  EU	  anthem	  and	  motto	  illustrate	  both	  ideational	  and	  
definitional	  identity	  components	  portraying	  the	  EU	  as	  ‘The	  Brotherhood	  of	  Europe’	  that	  is	  united	  
through	  diversity	   (Europa.eu,	  2015).	  Furthermore	   the	  EU	  day	  shows	  historical	   frame	  referencing	  
that	   contributes	   to	   the	  phenomenological	   identity	   component	  of	   the	  historical	   value	   in	   the	  EUO	  
identity.	   All	   symbols	   have	   a	   historical	   setting	   as	   a	   legitimate	   identity	   referent	   in	   the	   structural	  
definitional	   standard	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity,	   portraying	   and	   underlining	   the	   EU’s	   historical	  
expansions,	   involving	   expansions	   of	   departments	   and	   an	   expansion	   of	   member	   states.	   The	  
Copenhagen	   Criteria	   assesses	   the	   definitional	   identity	   component,	   illustrating	   the	   legitimate	  
identity	   referencing	   discourse	   of	   the	   functional	   definitional	   standard	   of	   the	   EUO	   identity,	  
explaining	  the	  criteria	  that	  each	  member	  state	  has	  to	  conform	  with,	  when	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  
EU	   (Ec.	   europa.eu,	  2015	  These	   features	  all	   asses	   the	  EU’s	  actions	  of	   trying	   to	   construct	  an	  EUO	  
identity	   on	   a	   supranational	   level.	   This	   shows	   how	   the	   EU	   stays	   on	   a	   supranational	   level,	   when	  
defining	  the	  EUO	  identity.	   
The	  policy	   review	  analysed	  with	  a	   focus	  on	   the	  SPHERE,	  RECON	  and	   IME	  projects	   illustrates	   the	  
circumstances	   involving	   the	   integration	   of	   the	   supranational	   EUO	   identity	   on	   a	   national	   	   and	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societal	  level.	  These	  projects	  highlight	  different	  areas,	  where	  the	  EU	  is	  limited	  in	  implementing	  the	  
EUO	   identity	   on	   a	   national	   	   and	   societal	   level.	   The	   projects	   illustrated	   that	   there	   are	   different	  
identification	   processes	   within	   European	   nation-­‐states,	   due	   to	   historical,	   political	   and	   cultural	  
elements	   of	   each	  member	   state	   and	   their	   definition	   of	   ‘modernity’,	   as	  well	   as	   through	   various	  
socio-­‐economic	   restructurings	   within	   civil-­‐societies	   of	   Europe	   (SENGUL,	   2012,	   Ichijo,	   2012).	  
Thereby	  each	  nation-­‐state	  defines	  the	  EUO	  identity	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  their	  own	  national	  identity,	  and	  
integrates	   the	   EUO	   identity	   differently	   based	   on	   their	   historical,	   cultural,	   socio-­‐economic	   and	  
political	  circumstances.	  The	  projects	  thereby	  show	  different	  definitions	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  based	  
on	   each	   member	   state,	   which	   create	   several	   challenges,	   demonstrating	   identity	   referencing	  
discourse	  in	  the	  structural	  definitional	  standard	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity,	  associating	  the	  problems	  and	  
challenges	  that	  the	  EU	  experiences	  and	  the	  different	  interpretations	  and	  integrations	  of	  the	  EUO	  
identity	   on	   a	   national	   	   level	   as	   an	   identity	   referent	   incongruence.	  This	   explains	   how	   the	   EU	   is	   a	  
hybrid	  organisation,	  since	  the	  member	  states	  have	  different	   interpretations	  concerning	  the	  EUO	  
identity.	  On	   the	   other	   hand,	   the	   projects	   show	   that	   through	   an	   integration	   of	   democracy	   at	   all	  
levels	  of	  the	  EU	  society,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  create	  a	  common	  EUO	  identity	  (Eriksen,	  2012),	  underlining	  
the	  definitional	  identity	  component,	  where	  trust	  and	  solidarity	  can	  be	  acquired	  at	  all	  levels	  of	  the	  
EU	  society.	   
Through	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  three	  projects	  and	  three	  selective	  member	  states,	  the	  plurality	  of	  the	  
EUO	   identity	   is	   evident	   as	   the	   EU	   has	   several	   identities	   constructed	   through	   inter-­‐subjective	  
organisational	   relations,	   showing	   that	   the	   EU	   is	   a	   hybrid	   organisation.	   The	   construction	   of	   a	  
singular	  EUO	  is	  problematic	  seeing	  as	  there	  is	  not	  a	  singular	  ‘European	  People’	  to	  constitute	  this	  
identity.	  The	  conflicting	  national	  sentiments	  of	  the	  member	  states	  and	  different	  interpretations	  of	  
liberal	   democracy	   has	   furthermore	   aided	   in	   maintaining	   the	   individual	   differences	   among	   the	  
member	  states	  and	  between	  the	  member	  states	  and	  the	  EU.	  Even	  though,	  the	  definitional	  identity	  
component	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  is	  shown	  at	  all	  levels	  of	  EU	  society,	  there	  is	  still	  a	  identity	  referent	  
incongruence	  due	  to	  the	  diverse	  integrations	  and	  understandings	  of	  the	  EUO	  identity	  on	  national	  
and	  societal	  levels.	  Firstly,	  Germany	  integrated	  the	  EUO	  identity	  in	  their	  national	  identity	  based	  on	  
their	   cosmopolitan	   sentiments.	   The	  member	   state	  has	  on	   a	  national	   and	   societal	   level	   shown	  a	  
high	   solidarity	   towards	   the	   organisation,	   because	   the	   member	   state	   identifies	   their	   national	  
identity	   as	   “European	   German	   identity”	   (Ichijo,	   2012)	   and	   thereby	   the	   member	   state	   has	   no	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difficulty	   with	   conforming	   to	   the	   organisation’s	   definitional	   identity	   components.	   The	  
cosmopolitan	   sentiments	   of	   the	   member	   state	   are	   shown	   through	   their	   contribution	   to	   the	  
organisation.	   Secondly,	   the	   UK	   has	   implications	   when	   it	   comes	   to	   the	   integration	   of	   the	   EUO	  
identity,	  since	  this	  causes	  insecurity	  in	  the	  society.	  This	  internal	  conflict	  within	  the	  member	  state	  is	  
also	   reflected	   in	   the	   organisation,	   because	   the	  UK	   finds	   themselves	   in	   an	   ambivalent	   situation,	  
since	   their	   entry	   in	   the	   organisation.	   The	   integration	   of	   a	   EUO	   identity	   would	   imply	   that	   the	  
member	  state	  has	  to	  surrender	  their	  internal	  sovereignty	  to	  the	  organisation,	  and	  this	  goes	  against	  
the	  communitarian	   sentiments	  of	   the	  member	   states,	  because	   the	  UK	  defines	   themselves	  as	  an	  
autonomous	   power.	   Thereby,	   the	   UK	   has	   not	   been	   able	   to	   conform	   to	   a	   supranational	  
organisation,	   demonstrating	   an	   identity	   referent	   threat.	   Thirdly,	   In	   the	   case	   of	   Poland	   it	   is	   also	  
shown	  that	  strong	  cosmopolitan	  societal	  sentiments	  of	  the	  member	  state	  derives	  from	  the	  weaker	  
national	  institutions,	  which	  solidifies	  the	  EUO	  identity	  in	  the	  CEE	  member	  states	  seeing	  as	  the	  EU	  
takes	   on	   the	   role	   of	   the	   member	   state’s	   ‘government’	   and	   creates	   a	   fear	   of	   subjugation.	   The	  
analysis	   of	   Poland	   shows	   that	   the	   CEE	   member	   states	   accommodate	   to	   the	   Western	   EU	  
organisational	  structure. 
Thereby,	   this	  paper	   creates	  an	  understanding	  of	   the	  EUO	   identity	  as	  a	   fluid	   construction	   that	   is	  
defined	  and	  integrated	  through	  historical,	  political,	  cultural	  and	  traditional	  sentiments	  of	  all	  levels	  
of	  the	  EU	  society.	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